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IINCE the Argument from Innate 

Ideas hath been laid aſide by ſome, 

and leſs inſiſted on by others, Rea- 

bons drawn from the Works of Cre- 

'' ation and Providence, have been chiefly 
uſed, and with great ſucceſs. And as 
they are all drawn from Things and Con- 

5 e in Nature and Conception later 

than God, they have thence obtained, and 

5 J uſtly too, the name of Arguments a Poſtc- 


A PTS „ 

It has been indeed objected, that in 

them we begin at the wrong end, and. 

argue backward from Effect to Cauſe, and 
” t from Cauſe to Effect, as we ought to 


0. 0 x 
And to this alſo it has been replied, that 
we argue from juſt Principles in one Caſs, 
and as regular a Method of Reaſoning, 
as in the other. That God is prior ta 
every Thing, and Conſideration, and infi- 
OO putely removed from our View and Com: 
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prebenſion. That we muſt take things as 


they are, and not as we may fancy them 


to be. That things preſent, and ſuch as 


Vue are hourly converſant with, naturally, _ 
lead us up to their Lord and our Creator. 


That more familiar Notices, ſtronger E- 
vidence, or fuller Conviction could not be 
given or deſired. That as there is nei- 
Zher Being nor Conception prior to the Firſt 
Cauſe and Cauſality, it muſt ever be in 
Vain to look out for any 

However, not any y of theſe e ſe Reaſons, mor 
all of them together, have been found ſufft- 


cient to diſcourage a Learned Metaphy(:: 


cian among our ſelves, from ſo hazardons 


and unpromiſing an Undertaking, having 


— of an Expedient how it way, be 
ne 

For as he thinks it andeniable that God 
exiſts by a Neceſſity in his Nature, ſo he 
concludes that ſuch Neceſſity may; be ſup- 
poſed, or at leaſt argued upon as antecedent 
to him; and that he himſelf was ſufficient- 
& prepared, and qualify'd Sod Purpoſe. 
I queſtion not but. the Reader by this 
time will plainly enough perceiue, that 
here. was both Ignoratio Sui & Elenchi ; 
and that conſe 3 the Performance 
_ be but 27 erent that could be built 
Fhereon. ff wig the Doctor not long 
2 er ſet Forth his Plan; and went 

ishly on, in drawing his. Arguments, 
7 | Conſequences of 


To mv 
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that Neceſſity by which the Firſt exiſts, - 


(as if he had been, or could be, intimately 
and familiarly acquainted therewith) un- 
til he had publiſb d a whole Volume of 
. Demonſtrations on that Head. 


.\then the Book appeared, as the Un- 


dertaking was great and new, it took 


with many Perſons; who had Zeal e- 
nough, but no 'true Knowledge of the 
Grounds of their Religion. And as for 


thoſe who were more Perſdicacious, they 


had, as I conceive, either a Curioſity to 


* 2 the Wonder would end, or 


elſe thought it by no means their buſineſs 
445 date, or find fault with any 

thing, which was, Fane a fo much in 

| favour of Natural Religiun. 

It is true indeed the Doctor had not 


gone on in his own Way of Demon- 


raven, from the poſitive Self- Exiſtence, 


prior neceſſary Exiſtence of God, be. 


| Fer he perceived that ſuch his abſtratt_ 
and metaphyſical Principles had but an 
untoward Aſpect upon revealed Religion. 
For, if, as he had ſet. forth, no Perſon” 
could ſtrictly be Divine or God, who was 
not truly ſelf-exiſtent, and who did not 
antecedently exiſt from a Neceſſity in his 
own Nature; it was plain then, that 
neither the Son nor the Holy Ghoſt could 
be ſtrictiy or truly a Divine Perſon, or 
Cod: fince it could not with any Con- 
4 cds to RE or Reaſon be pre- 
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tended, that either the Son, or the Holy 
Ghoſt did derive his E by hon ber him- 
ſelf, or from any antecedent N 

his own Nature, but from the metaphyſi- 
cally Divine Father alone. © 
And then farther, ſince the Doctor had 


Veceſſity in 


laid it down as a Principle, that if any 


thing be neceſſarily exiſtent, the antece- 


dent Neceſſity by which it exiſts muſt be 
apparent, and force itſelf upon us whether 


we will or no; and ſince by the Confeſſion 


of all Parties there is no ſuch er 


antecedent Neceſſity for the Exiſtence of 


three Perſons; the Inference from thence 


is eaſily diſternible, that there are not 
res fuch neceſſarily exiſting Perſons : in 
| ſhort, if we cannot: demonſtrate à Priori, 

that there are three Diuine Perſons, it 


will be pretended, in virtue of theſe novel 
Poſitions, that there cannot be three ſuch 
Perſons ; and ſo we ſhall be put upon prov- 
ing an Article of Faith from natural Rea- 


fon, which we' freely ownis a Point of pure 
Revelation, not diſcoverable by Reaſon, 


nor to be proved by our natural Light. As 


this was making us. ſubfect to very hard 


and unequal Terms, it thereby became the 
More neceſſary, as we imapined,” to exa- 
mine into the Strength of thoſe new Doc- 
tries which advance ſo ſtrange a Para- 


abr, that a _ Trinity, if not demon- 


rated by Rea 


on to be true, is demonſtra- 


vly a falſe Poſition. 


— * 
— 


„„ #&.4-4. 
Whether ſuch was the Aim or Deſn 
of theſe Metaphyſical Principles, I will 
not pretend to ſay ; but ſuch was the Con. 

ſequence, and according to his own Ap- 

. prehenſion ſo readily following from them; 
that the learned Doctor thought fit ta 

grue in the following Caveat thereupon. 

Ihe Unity of God is an Unity of Nature; 

or of Eſſence as to the Diverſity of 


Perſons in the Ever-Bleſſed Trinity; that is, 


whether (notwithſtanding the Unity of the 
Divine Nature) there may not coexiſt with 
it (rat her flow from it) ſuch Emanations as 
may be infinite and perfect by a compleat 
Communication of Being and Attributes, 
always excepting Self. Exiſtenee, Self- Ori- 


gination, or abſolute Independency ; of 


this, I fay, as there is nothing from which 


it can be diſproyed ; therefore, as far as 


| declared and made known to us, it ought to 
be believed. T think Ineed not remark upon 
the Reſerve or Ambiguity; it 175 not 
here ſaid that the Doctrine of the Trinity 
ſhould poſitively be accepted, but only ſo 


Far forth reteived as it is revealed. gs 
However in the Tear following this 


third Edition, the Tear 1712. out came 
the pretendedly Scripture- Doctrine of the 
Trinity, in which the puſitive Self-Exif- 
tence and prior neceſſary Exiſtence f th 
Fat her was drawn out at its full Length; 


and largely inſiſted on with all its Train 
of Conſequences, andf jach as did fuſfi> | 
VF cient / 
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PREFACE. 


ciently diſcover, that tho' the Author 


thought the Son and Holy Ghoſt to be in 
ſome ſenſe Divine Perſons, that yet he 
did not take them to be metaph heal ly ſo, 
under a Pretence that the Divinity. o 


| (here Eſſence was not ſtriftly determined 


n Scripture, and becauſe the Unity be- 


tween them and the Divine Father, was ' 


not an Unity of Nature and Subſtance, but 


only an Unity of Government, as was then 
ſet forth; or a metaphorical Union, as in 


4 late Volume of his Sermons hath been 
now declared; and from that time, or ra- 
ther from the time of the next Edition 


thereunto, the ſaid Clauſe hath been with. 
Srown.s. 7 for i 7 fourth, Anno 1716. * 


find it thus, and in 2 6th alſo, ritten. 

Min Unity of God is a true and real, 

: and not figurative Unity 5 and conſequent: 
bz as (according to the Sermon) the Unity 
of the Father and the Son is only metapho- 

rical, it is neither a true nor a real Unity. 

Ve ery well, buz let us hear what follows... 


With which Prime Foundation of natural 
Relig ion, namely the metaphyſical Unity of 
the Father, how the Scripture- Doctrine of 


the Trinity perfectly agrees, I have endea- 
vour d to ſhow particularly, and in its 


proper Place; that is, the Doctor hath 
endeavour d to ſbow that Being and Perſon 
is the ſame thin and that as there is but 

af Divine Being, there can 


out one ha Perſon, and Fa | 


one metaphyſic 
NED * 
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our Doctrine of a Cynſubſtantial Trini- 
ty, or of three divine Peſons, was at an 
end. with him. | | 


But bowsver, tho the Doftrine of a 
Real Trinity, or of three Perſons ſtrict- 


ty andreally Divine was thus at an end 
with him; it was by no means thought 
expedient that any Doctrine ſhould paſs 
for the Scripture Doctrine of the Trini- 


ty, which was ſo utterly inconſiſtent 


with every real Trinity of Divine Per- 
| ſons:: or that ſuch Notions ſhould be re- 
ceived as Catholic, which had ſo plain 
a Repugnancy to Reaſon, Antiquity, and 


Scripture. A whole Hoſt of Writers ap- 
peared in the Chriſtian Cauſe ; and in 
the Rear of them, a Divine of Learning 
and Abilities by no means inferior; and 


as to bis Catholic Sentiments, bis 
righteous and religious Way of defend- 


#ng them, and his cool and prudent Me- 
thod of annoying the Enemies of. our 
common” Faith, ſo far ſuperiour to his 


 Adverſaries, and all Oppoſition ; that 
From the time of his Appearance on the 


fide of Truth and the Chriſtian Cauſe, 


_ the downfall of modern Arianiſm nay 


be juſtly dated. TG 
But that is not the Point I am now 


upon. My. Buſineſs is not to recite the 


Praiſes of. the Man, whom the while 


Catbolic World does, and ever will ap- 
plaud. But to take: notice of a [ſmall 
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Spark, which fell from the ſaid Learned 
Divine and which I think, will ne- 
ver be extinguiſhed, but with the famed 
Demonſtration itſelf © 
The ſaid Catholic Divine in baſing 
the pretendedly Scripture-Doftrine of 
the Trinity, (and ſo far baffled it is, if 
we may gueſs from his late Metaphorical 
Union, as to be in no great repute now 
di th the Author himſef) gave his meta- 
phyſical Adverſary to underſtand, that 
his abſtratt Demonſtrations, in rela- 
tios to a Deity, were no better than his 
Notions of the Trinity: that his Argu- 
ment a Priori was no more ſuſtainable 
than bis Unity of Conſent : and that 
zwhen lighted up, as it deſerved, it would 
iuſtantly blaze to nothing.* And this be 
not only ſaid, but made appear, as often 
as the ſaid Argument a Priori flood in 
,, Sn Rn 
This, as going to the Root of the Mala- 
dy, was touching the Dottor to the 
Ouick, and ſomething which he could by 
no means long endure. The firſt Oppor- 
tunity which preſented itſelf, be ſends 
forth a Letter without a Name, directed 
to a Perſon, who could not well be miſun- 
dor ſtood; in Maintenance of the Argu- 
wont à Priori: and that it might ſtand 
clear, ſeemingly at leaſt, of all Objetti- 
ohs, it was thought requiſite to take lit- 
* Firſt Def. p.311. 2 Def. p.429. Farther Vind. p.33, 8. 
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tle or no Notice of any thing that had 
been oppoſed thereunto; but to give us to 
underftand, that if the JPorld would 
not admit of the Argument a Priori, or 
from Antecedent Neceſſity to the Being 
and Attributes of God; it ſhould no more 
have a e Divine Father, © 
than a truly Divine Son, or firiftly 
Divine Holy Spirit. Fur that the me- 
tuphyſicul Divinity of the Father could 
not be proved from the Works of Creation 
and Providence ; or any way indeed a 
Poſteriori, and that in theſe ſtrange and 
remarkable Words : | 
The temporary Phænomena of Nature 
prove indeed demonſtrably that there is 
and has been from the Beginning of thoſe 
Phænomena, a Being of Power and Wiſ⸗ 
dom ſufficient to produce and preſerve 
them; but that this firſt Cauſe has exiſted 
from Eternity, and ſhall exiſt to Eternity 
T that this Author of Nature is himſelf ab- 
ſolutely immenſe or infinite that the 
ſaid ſupreme Governor and Author of this 
Nature, and of theſe Phænomena, is like- 
wiſe the ſupreme Author and Governor df 
uniyerfal Nature, cannot be proved by us 
from our partial and imperfect Knowledge 
of a few Phænomena, in that ſmall Part of 
the Univerſe, which comes within the 
Keach of our Senſes; but muſt be demon- 
ſtrated from the intrinſick Nature of neceſ- 
— ( 
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 When-T firſt read theſe Words, I could 
not help being wonderfully ſurprized to 


find an Author. diſcharging at once all 
thoſe rational Arguments which he him- 
ſelf had wielded, and others, with ſo 


much Succeſs ; and ſubſtituting a Method 


of Proof in their room, if not entirely new, 
yet always found upon Trial inſufficient, 

and for the moſt part deemed incompetent 

in Conception... And from Admiration 1 ! 
was naturally led. on to enquire what 
thoſe met app ical Principles ſhould be, 
which could reach farther than all other 
rational ones, and could demonſtrate. not 


enly that there was but one Author of U- 


niverſal Nature, but that he was. Sove- 
reign. alſo in thoſe ſuppoſed boundleſs Spa- 
ces, in relation to which we have no Phe- 
nomena, and of which conſequently we 
22 know nothing, and conjetture ſo very 
R 355 | 5 
My Enquiry in the Reſult produced 
ſome Striflures which I 5 5 2 forbear. 
communicating to a Friend, whoſe Fudg- 
ment in this Caſe I had moſt, and in all 
others much Reaſon to depend upon; and © 
he acquainting me that the Reverend. 
Dottor chiefly aimed at thereby, had no 
great mind to have any farther Conteſt 
with his metaphyſical Antagoniſt upon ſo 


ſmall 4 Part of the, Controverſy which 


had fallen in only 7 the way ; and encou- 
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liſh them, I was prevailed upon (the Cauſe 


of natural as well as of revealed Religion, 
ſeeming to me to require it) to ſend forth 
theſe my Notes previouſly to ſuch à full 


Confutation of all thoſe falſe metaphyſi- 


cal Principles, which have already long 


diſquieted the World, but. whi c f | 7 = 
time or other we may hope to ſee effectual. 


ty overturned by a more able Hand. 
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ARGUMENT 
9 1 P R IO R T. 


INTRODUCTION. 


of Arg ruments à Poſteriori, and d Priori: : 


Of 7he ſuppoſed Defetts of the One, 
. aud 2 Prevalence of the Other. 


H E Arguments in fayor of a 
Deity, made uſe of by Philo- 
ſophers and Divines, are ſo/ ma- 
ny and various, founded upon 
principles ſo unqueſtionable, and deduced 
with ſuch Force of Reaſon; that it hath 
bern, for ſome Time, a Queſtion, Whe- 


ther there could be any ſuch Perſon in 
e as a, a Atheiſt, or not? 


And 
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A Review of 
And as the wiſeſt and greateſt Part PY 


Mankind, has ſtill been inclined to con- 


elude that there neither was, nor 

be; they who have diſſented from them, 
have acknowledged, that if at any Time, 
| ſuch a Perſon {ſhould appear, He would 


be the greateſt Morifter and Prodigy in 


Nature: that he muſt be ignorant of him 


ſelf, his own Make, Conſtitution and De- 


pendence : that he muſt never have giver 
himſelf the Trouble to conſider, how any 
one Thing in Nature was, or came to be, 


as it is: that He muſt have no Concern 


for Futurity, or what He is himſelf like 
to be hereafter: In a word, that tho he 
may be a Creature framed and fitted with 
4 Faculty of Reaſon, that yet He muſt 
never have reaſoned to any one good Pur- 
poſe whatever, either upon things paſt, 
preſent, or to come; and then, tho ra- 
tional, He will be a Man making no to- 


lerable Uſe of his Reaſon: And conſe- 
quently no other, or better, than the 


Monſter and Prodigy before mentioned. 
Zut yet neither have any of the Argu- 
ments, generally made uſe of, nor all of 
them together, been ſufficient for the Con- 
viction of all Perfons : I mean not of all 
Atheiſtical Perſons, for they, and too ma- 
ny of them, are not to be ſatisfied at all, 
by any reaſonable Way or Method of 
Human Perſuaſton; but I underſtand there-, 
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tural Parts, and acquired Knowledge ſuf. 
ficient for ſuch Inveſtigation, have, as they 
ſay alſo, the Being and Attributes of God 
in great Veneration; but have never ſeen, 
as yet, either of them founded and eſta- 
bliſh's upon ſuch Principles of Reaſon; 
or deduced and gathered with that Cer- 

tainty of Concluſion, which they could 
| wiſh or deſire: and who, as to our Ar- 

guments drawn from the wonderful Works 

of Creation and Providence; cannot help 

having, as they oy alſo, the following Ex- 
ceptions. 

I. They note that in ſuch our Argu- 
ments, à Poſteriori, we begin at the wrong 
End, and argue backwards from Effect td 
Cauſe. | 

2. That we find out Divine Perfections, 
Remotione Finium, or by the Operation 
of our own Imaginations. | 

3. That being at a loſs for a Subject of 
| Inherence, or proper Subſtratum for them, 
we ſuppoſe the Being of a God for ſuch 

Purpoſe, | 

4. That we gather the Being of a God 
from his ſuppoſed Perfections, and nor the 
Perfections from his Jane. anteeedently 

prov'd; as we ought to do, and thereupon . 
they require, 

I. That we ſhould p.ove 2 Priori, and 
from ſome one, or more previous Princis 

0 on W n ſomething, ſome 
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one firſt Cauſe from all Eternity, and but 
one. c 

2. That ſuch our Principle ſhould be 
an Antecedent Neceſſity of Exiſtence. 

3. That we ſhould deduce the Intelli- 
gence, and other the Attributes of our In- 
finitely Good God, from his Being, and 
not his Being from his Attributes. 

This is the Form of Proof propoſed and 
required by a certain Vir Magnificus, or 
Magnificent Gentleman, mentioned by 
Limborch and of whom, and his Poſtu- 
lations, a ſufficient Account is given, in 
the Familiar Letters to Mr. Locke. 
And, as ſuch were the Poſtulations, and 

as they were ſo given out, to exerciſe the 
Wit of thoſe Perſons, who had ſo little 
as to employ any therein; the Favor of 
the Solution was offered to Limborch : 
But He had too much Judgment to think 
the Riddle in them could be unfolded by 
Human Underſtanding. Mr. Locke tried 
his; but, great as it was, it Was remark- 
ably deficient therein: the Magnificent 
Gentleman, who pretended to have the 
Secret, was ſo wiſe to keep it to Himſelf; 
tho He was fo weak as to declare, that He 
conceived there might be two Eternal Prin- 
ciples, one Infinitely Intelligent, and the 
other Infinitely Paſſive; and that yet the 
Intelligent might know nothing of the In- 
SOS One; ma A I think, there 
; Can- - 
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the Argument A Priori. 5 
cannot readily be a greater Inconſiſtency 
in the Imagination of any Perſon. 

But tho the Magnificent Gentleman did 
not think fit to publiſh his Demonſtra- 
tions 4 Priori; and tho it was Prudence 
in him to forbear, and more eſpecially ſo, 
if we may take the Size of his Abilities, 
or the Dimenſions of his Performance, 

from the Inſtance above given; yet the 
Reverend Dr. Samuel Clarke, who began to 
be in Reputation for his Learning, and to 
be known to the Parties about chat Time, 3 
not long after readily undertook, and pub- 

liſh'd a Demonſtration of the Being and 
Attributes of God thercupon, partly 4 Pri- 
ori, and partly 4 Poſteriori: In one only Pr. 
Method, or continued Thread of arguing, 
as near Mathematical, as the nature of 
Such a Diſtourſe would allow in order 
to convince Unbelievers, and ſettle them D. p. 8. 

2h Aoubt, by ſtrict and undeniable Rea- 
ſoning : and without alledging any thing 
liable to Contradicton or Diſpute : and 5 y 
urging ſuch Propoſitions only, as cannot 

be denied, without departing from that 
' | © Reaſon, which all Atheiſts hold to be the 
Foundation of their Infidelity : and by 

the Rules of ſtrict and argumentative 

Demonſtration. _ 

of __ Haw this Gentleman has managed his 

1 Arguments 4 Poſteriori, I ſhall not ob- 

ſerve now, nor, it may be, at any other 
He unleſs 1 am called upon, or ſhould. 
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have a more immediate Concern with 
them. But ſince I conceive the Being and 
Attributes of God are not capable of ſtrict 
Demonſtration 4 Priori, tho they admit 
of as ſtrong and rational Demonſtrations, 
as any other Subject; underſtanding there- 
by, juſt Concluſions, and undeniable Con- 
ſequences, and from Principles of Reaſon 
inconteſtable; that Part of the Doctor's 
Work I ſhall now take upon myſelf to 
examine and review, as near as I can in 
his own Words, and always to his Mind; 
after I have very briefly explained a little 
farther, in order to prevent all ſubſequent 
Ambiguity and Doubtfulneſs, what an Ar- 
gument à Priori, what one 4 Poſteriart, 
IS. 
+ 4; At 3 a Priori, is an Argu- 
ment from ſomething antecedent to ſome- 
thing conſequent : from Principle to Co- 
rollary : from Cauſe to Effect; in which 
Caſe, whatever is in the Premiſſes ſhould 
not only be well known, but Prior in or- 
der of Nature and Conception, to the Con- 


ſequences to be drawn from them, _—_ . 


with a ſtronger Light and Evidence ; as the 
Stability of every Superſtructure muſt reſt 
upon the greater TIER and Solidiry of 
the Foundation. 

2. And an Argument 4 Perrier is one, 
in every reſpect the reverſe of this: from 
2 dy to Reer ; from Effe& to 
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the Argument A Priori, 

Cauſe. With regard to Both, the # Chain 
and Connection is ſeen at each End, and 
with equal Juſtice concluded to hold from 


one to the other: But in one Caſe it is 


ſeen in Heaven to reach down to Earth; 
and upon Earth it is viewed as deſcending 
from, and ſuſpended in Heaven. An In- 
ſtance of Both we have in theſe Wards. 
If there be a God, the World is governed 
by a Providence: If there is a Providence, 
there muſt be a God. The firſt Part is 
Argument 4 Priori, as God is the Perſon 
from whom Providence flows : in the lat- 
ter, Providence, the Conſequence: of Go- 


vernment, is made uſe of to eſtabliſh the 


Belief of a God and Governor, and there- 
fore that is Argument 4 Poſter:ors. 
And as, with reſpect to any Fabric, where 
either the Foundation might be ſeen firſt, 
or the Superſtructure, Men of Art, or o- 
therwiſe, would be as able to conjecture 
from a Sight of the Buildings, what kind 


of Foundation they require, as from aview 
of the Baſis, what Edifice might be raiſed 
thereon : ſo with regard to our Abilities, 


and that Scantling of Knowledge our Good 
God hath been pleaſed to beſtow upon us, 
it may be, we are better able to judge of 
Cauſes by their Effects, than of Effects by 
Tee Cauſes.” Be that as it will, as _ 
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is the Line of Human Underſtanding, 100 
can be no other, in relation to Cauſes in- 
comprchenſible, and beyond our Examina- 


tion; ſo it will appear, as I apprehend, our 
| Wiſdom in concluſion, to improve what 
| Knowledge we have, or may have; and 


not purſue impoſſible Meaſures, and reach 
after Things we can never attain. 

And therefore to draw nearer to the 
Point in hand, if there be any thing in Na- 


ture exiſting; or if any ſuch there could 


have been, from which the Being and At- 


tributes of God might have been derived: 
Or if there be any thing which can be 


juſtly conſidered, as Prior in order of Na- 
ture or Conception to the firſt Cauſe of 


all Things; then may the Argument from 


ſuch Prior Thing or Principle be good and 
valid, and in the firſt place, and chiefly to 


be inſiſted En 


Zut if there is in reality nothing N 
to the Being and Attributes of God, con- 
ſidered as the firſt Cauſe and Cauſality, 


no Thing in Nature, nothing in Reaſon; 
then had we better let ſuch fruitleſs At- 
tempts alone, and return to the good old 


War: not pretend improperly or raſhly 
to ſearch into the Grounds or Reaſons 


of the Firſt Cauſe, of whom we neither 
antecedently do, or can know any thing: 
but pertinently and religiouſly, from his 
Wonderful Works, and moſt gracious Mer- 
cies to us, conclude: . what He is, and 
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the Argument A Priori. 
under what Views He chuſes to be repre- 
ſented to, and by us. + 


LE 


1 


CHAP. I. 


Of the ſuppoſed Reaſon and Neceſſity of 
arguing à Priori in relation to God. 


JAN Learned Men have ſtuck at L. p. 40. 

arguing à Priori, concerning the 1 
Being and Exiſtence vf the Firſt Cauſe. 

. Becauſe, as nothing can be Prior to the 
Being of the Firſt Cauſe, it is ſufficient, 
as they thought, to ſay, that it exiſts ab. 
ſolutely, and without Cauſe. But this 

: 725 of ſpeaking, is by no means ſatiſ- 
adtory. | 

For tho no Thing, no Being, can be 
Prior to the Firſt Cauſe and Original of 
all Things, yet there muſt be in Nature 
a Permanent Ground, or Reaſon, of the 

Exiſtence of the Firſt Cauſe : otherwiſe 
its Exiſtence would be owing to mere 

Chance. EL e 

It does not ſeem to me very promiſing, 

Sir, to find you thus, as I think, ſtumbling 
at the Threſhold, whilſt you are ſpeaking 
of Nature 4 Priori, and even antecedent- 

ly to God, who hath hitherto been held as 
the Author of all and every Nature, and 

of each Thing produced by, and flowing 
| therefrom, 5 e a e 
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And a too by the Term Nature, the 
ee have long been accuſtom d to un- 
derſtand the Subſtance and Eſſence, the 
Conſtitution and Tendency of things, in, 
and by themſelves, which always ſuppoſes 
them firſt in Being; will they not be ſur- 
prized a little to hear you talk of a Nature 
Priar to God and of ſuch an one alſo, from 
which, even conſidered as firſt Cauſe, he 
did derive, and we may deduce, his very 
Attributes and Being? 

However, I am glad to bear you ſay, 
dat no Thing, na Being, can le Prior ta 
_ the firſt Cauſe and God: For if nothing is 
Prior, there cannot in Reality be any 
ſuch thing, from which we may draw a 
| Concluſion to his Being. 
Again I obſerve you alledge, that ſome- 
thing in Nature muſt be Prior to the firſt 
Cauſe or God; and that thereby you un- 
derftand ſomething Internal : And thereto 

1 have theſe Exceptions, 1 

1. That ſuch is not arguing 4 Priori 
11 That if it amounts to any thing, it does 
to poſitive Selt- Exiſtence ; 5 and that is Con- 
tradition. - 

1. Ifay it is not arguing a Priori to al- 
ledge, that % Divine Being exiſts from 
an Internal Reaſon or Ground in the Na- 
ture of the thing itſelf. For, ſuch Internal 
Ground or Reaſon cannot be Prior; tho* 
it may be conſidered as ſubſequent to the 
r Being, as A Fermancney flowing 
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the Argument A Priori. 
from the Perfection of the Divine Exiſtence. 
Now you know, Sir, that to argue from 
the Divine Perfections to the Divine Being 
is not Argument 4 Priori. Cats 
2. This way of arguing, if it did amount 
to any thing, would riſe to poſitive Self. 
Exiſtence; which is Contradiction, as it 
| ſuppoſes the Divine Nature before the Di- | 
vine Being : Something Internal before a- | 
ny thing to which it may be Internal; and 
the firſt Cauſe ſpringing up from its own 
Subſtance and Self: And conſequently ſup- 
poſes that poſitive Self-Exiſtence which 
you yourſelf explode, and every other in- 
tclligent Perſon. | 
Neither can I help taking notice here, 
that when you are correcting the School. L. p. 33. 
men, you are pleaſed to ſay, that the | 
Scholaſtic Way of proving the Exiſtence © 
of the Divine and Self- Exiſtent Being E 
From the abſolute Perfections of his Na- 1 
ture is Toes IIpirse, or as we ſome- 
times ſay in very plain Eugliſb, the Cart 
before the Horſe: For that all and euer 
re whit 
Is Petitio Principii, or a plain Begging of 
the Queſtion in hand.  _ 8 
Now then, fince the Internal Reaſon 
you alledge, not conſidered as the thing 
itſelf, can only be regarded as a Mode, or 
Attribute thereunto appertaining, it is a 
Property of it; and according to ſuch your 
Account, preſuppoſes Exiſtence : and 
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8 R E VIEW of..: 
: fi "i the ſame Rule, can can give us no 
Right to argue therefrom to the Divine 
WA 
Neither is it to any Purpoſe a you 
contradi& ſuch your own Declaration, im- 
mediarely after, by alledging,that bareNeceſ- 
ſity of Exiſtence does not preſuppoſe, but in 
=_ fer N For if Neceſſity of Exiſtence 
be a Property of the Divine Eſſence, of a- 
ny ſort, and even as you in Concluſion 
make it, (and a Property of ſome kind or 
| other it muſt be, or elſe ſomething extrin- 
| | fic) of courſe it preſuppoſes its Subject. 
And then, if by your own Account al- 
ſo, the Conſideration of all, and every 
Perfection, in the Divine Being, including 
LNeeceſſity of Exiſtence, as the Schoolmen 
do, will not be ſufficient, as you ſay, for 
the Demonſtration of a God: How will 
the ſingle Perfection, Neceſſity of Exiſtence, 
and apart from the Reſt, be ſufficient for 
ſuch Purpoſe? 

And as we have here alſo a plain Peętitio 
Principfi, a Begging of the Queſtion, in 
theſe Words, There muſt be in Nature a 
Ground: ſo there gan be nothing elſe in 

this your Argument, whilſt your ſuppoſed 
Prior Neceſſity is either a Property. or 

Perfection; if, as you ſay, fo argue from 

all and any of the Divine Perfettions, 

with the Schoolmen, is 4 Begging of the 
Bueſtion.,, So much eaſier is it to find 

10 than, fo mend : and! ſo > impoſſible to 
* come FY 
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come at any juſt Concluſions, till we ſet 
out upon good Grounds, and proceed the 
Right Way. 


— 


CHAP: Il. 


of Mere Chance : No Neceſſi Ity, in ar- 


guing à Poſteriori, fo have Recourſe 
thereunto. 


PS E muſt be in Nature 4 per- L. Pe 40. 
x1 


manent Ground or Reaſon for the 
ence of the firſt Cauſe, otherwiſe its 
Being wou hs owing to meer Chance. 
Bur what a ſtrange way of writing then is 
this, to introduce the mention of mere 
Chance, when you are treating about tke 


Being, and Attributes of God ? It is uſu- 


ally thought wild and extravagant enough 


to apply Terms ſo impertinent and unphi- 
loſophical to the Creation of the World, 


and the Formation and Arrangement of 


| ſecond Cauſes : What then muſt we think 


of it, when it is applicd to the Origination 


of the Being and Attributes of God. 


Mere Chance, as you obſerve Gainer 


is a mere nothing. Muſt the Being of the 


firſt Cauſe then depend either on ſome- 
thing, or on mere Chance and nothing? 


And will you let us take our Choice then? 
Why! it is op en on 1 . 
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Mere aa. as the Learned Dr. Benta 
ley hath explained it, is a real Cauſe, un- 
known to the mortal Beholder of the E- 
vent. And then, if the Being of the firſt 
Cauſe depends on mere Chance, it depends 


on ſome Prior Cauſe unknown to us : But. 


ſuch an Intimation would, as I 3 
be both unphiloſophical and childiſh. 

Such are the Conſequences, which you 
would faſten upon others, but they return 
upon yourſelf alone. Every other Perſon 


maintains that God exiſts Independently: 
Lou only make him dependent on a Prior 


Cauſe and overbearing Neceflity. Whe- 
ther by Chance, that is, in alluſion to yout 
own way, altogether without Reaſon ; or 
fromm a Reaſon not apparent to yourſelf, or 
to any other Perſon ; you ſhall, if you 
pleaſe; for me determine. 

But why muſt we fay that God has his 


Exiſtence from, or that he does exiſt fot 


. fome Prior Cauſe ot Reaſon? why may 
we not ſay that God cxiſts, as the fitſt Cauſe 
of all things 3 and thereupon, and very 
properly, ſurceaſe from all farther En- 
quiries ? God an faid 7 am, and he 
had done. 

But to anſwer mote directly ſtill, and to 
come nearer to yourſelf and our Purpoſe, 
and to ſhow you effectually, that your At- 


gument if it did prove any thing, would 
prove too much, that is, nothing at all; 


give me leave to remark that you are here 
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arguing; without obſerving yourſelf ſo to do, 
againſt the very Notion of any firſt Cauſe 
whatever; which is rather an obliging As 
theiſts, than a Confutation of them. 2 
And that this may now be unqueſtiona- 
bly plain to you, pleaſe to take notice, 
that whatever firſt Cauſe be aſſigned, your 
Argument will be of as much Force againſt 
That, as againſt our preſent firſt Cauſe, and 
God: To evince which, let the ſame way 
of Reaſoning be applied to what you call, 
the Ground, or the Reaſon, of the Exiſ 
tence of the firſt Cauſe; and then with 
very little variation I retort upon you, and 
in your own Words : | | 
IF it be itſelf any thing, or any Property 
of any thing, of what Nature, Kind, or 
epree ſoever ; there muſt, according to 
this your way of Reaſoning, be in Na- 
ture, a Ground or Reaſon of the Exiſtence 

7 ſuch your Antecedent Necellity ; / 4 

| Reaſon why it is, rather than is not, o- 

therwiſe its Exiſtence will be owing to, 

or dependent on mere Chance. et 

8 Youobſerveclſewhere, that nothing can 
be more abſurd than to ſuppoſe, that any 
thing, or any Circumſtance of any thing, 
ic, and yet that there be abſolutely no Rea- 
ſon why it is, rather than why it is not. 
This Conſideration you alledge, as a vin- 
dication of your aſſigning a Reaſon, 4 

Priori, for the Exiſtence of the firſt Cauſe. 
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H therefore your 1 Reaſon, 
Ground, or Neceſſity, &c. be any Thing, 


or any ſuppoſable Circumſtance of any 


hing, as ſurely it muſt be, if not a mere 
Nothing; then by the ſame Rule, ſuch. 


Ground, Neceſſity, c. muſt have a Rea- 


fon @ Priori why it is, rather than why it 
is not: And after that. another, and then 
a third, and ſo on in Infinitum. And thus, 
in your way, we may always indeed be 
ſeeking a firſt Cauſe: But there is nothing 
in Nature more evident and plain than 
this; that by ſuch an endleſs Progreſſion, 
we ſhall never be able to find one, whereon 
to fix ourſelves, or ſuch our reſtleſs and 
unprofitable Enquiries. 


' CHAP. WL 
of the ePermancney of the Firſt Cauſe. 


5 GAI N, you 1 that Fiſt 

Conſe muſt have a Reaſon as well 
as Ground of its Exiſtence. Now Reaſon 
of Exiſtence is the ſame with Ground of 


' Exiſtence, or it is not; if it be the ſame 


with Ground of Exiſtence, the Anſwer i 18 


given already: 


If not, Reaſon as distinct * ad, 
is, and; only. can be Motive or Induce- 
ment; and then according to ſuch Con- 


den, there muſt have been 4 Prior Mo- 


„„ 5 tie 
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ws \- hg A tal 
: bs lr Inducement for: the Exiſtence of 
the Firſt Cauſe and God: But as I do not 2K 
apprehend this to have been, ſo I will: ae | | | 
Charge it upon you as your meaning = 
And yet I cannot help thinking, that. [ 
this: way of reaſoning Was in your Mind,. 
when you was inditing your | ſeventh! A 
Anfwer,, And that, becauſe there is and. | 
ever Was in the Divine Wiſdom, a Reaſon: | 
and Motive for the Exiſtence of all ſecon | 
Cauſes, you was led on to fancy, that e- 
ven God the Firſt Cauſe could not exiſt 
without one. Zut if you did then, or ate 
| diſposd now to make any ſuch Suppoſi- 
tion, I think it can deſerve no farther re- 
gard: or. notice. But however we arc alſo 
farther informed by vou, acct 
Tea if there be not in the Nature, jo 
the Fir Cauſe, a permanent Ground of 
its Exiſtence; its Being would not only _ 
be owing to, but dependent on mere | | | 
Chance. That is, as you ſay; if God be ab- = 
ſolute and independent Being, it will be 
owing to mere Chance, if he _ not link, 
and dwindle into a mete nothing. _ iz 
Now, for my part, tho I do not pre- 
| tend to . gueſs liow. theſe things may 
] chime in your Ears; as to me, I muſt own, |} 
they have in hug neee. e "6. 
| Sound. A 7 5 | 
If a Being ein e and Inde: r », 
* pendently, is it owing to mere Chances © 
| e ſink or. en e 5 
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And then if ſuch a Sup 


thing? how can any thing of itſelf ſubſide 


into nothing? how can it be/ annihilated; 
but by — external Power? how can any 
Power annihilate, unleſs it be omnipotent 2. 


And as Omnipotence is God himſelf, no- 
thing, upon ſuch Suppoſition, can annihi- 
late the Divine Being, but God himſelf. 
poſttion be inconſiſ- 
tent in itſelf,” and diſſonant to all philoſo- 
phical as well as to all pious Ears, rn 
may it be here ſaid, that if the Exiſtence 
of the Firſt Cauſe is dependent on mere 


Chance or nothing, its Permanency muſt 


likewiſe be owing to mere Chance and 
nothing Li Og S772 I ANG: a7 
© Theſe are but indiffereti Notloes,': at our: 


firſt ſetting out; and therefore I begin now 
to apprehend, that if We have Demonſtra- 


tions ſubſequent thereupon, they will be 


; raph — . that was not in- 
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without Cauſe, all that can be ſaid 

on this Head amounts to this only: 

Thar it exiſts; betauſe it exiſts ;, or that it 

| does, and always did | Ht becauſe lebe 
hand did ht” 5 * 


I: . 6870 Firſ Can muſe exiſts abfolurely mand 
L. p. 41. 2p 
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"the 4 aA he A Priori. 


” L\canceive you are-miſtaken :, For. if the 


 Eirſh, Cauſe exiſts abſolutely. and indepen- 
dently, all that can be faid farther upon 
that: Head, will amount to nothing. 

But ſuppoſing now, that ſome of thoſe 
Cs who argued. from the Works of 
Creation and Providence tothe Being of a 
have cxpreſs'd themſelves in fame of 
| their- Practical Diſcourſes with leſs Accu- 
racy or Caution in this matter; and have 
declared thereupon that God exiſts, becauſe 


- 


he exiſts; and have thus, unawares, given in 


Self, or Exiſtence, as the Cauſe of the Di- 
vine Exiſtence 5 tho I do not recollect at 
this Inſtant any who have ſo ſaid: What 


of Spina ſa reap therefrom: 


Mhy, then they might alſo as-incaute- 


louſiy ſay, that Subſtance exiſts hecauſe it 
exiſtoa And as weakly give in the Exiſtence 
of Subſtance, as the Cauſe of its Exiſtence, 
as ſuch Pivines give in the Being and Na- 

ture/of God as the Cauſe of his Exiſtence. 


Very true: that is if ſame Divines at an 
time ſpeak leſs ageuratcly or re i wy 


Spinaſits may ſtill write more: fooliſhly if 

they pleaſe-: And you yourſelf: may take 
te them alſo, lien they have ſo done. 
The Sum of all is this God is, and he 
is What he i is, as he himſelf declares; and 
therefote we may! . e e we can 
go no E nor raren "or. 50%. fl 
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he 4 aw We- 0 
We e indeed fay, hen we chuſ to 


" ourſelves, in Terms, that Gôd ex- 


iſts abſolutely and independently; and we 


may prove from Reaſons and Obſervitions . 


E Poſteriori; that this is both Truth and 

Fact: But there then we ought to reſt; and 

therewith to have done 
Whilſt we eonſider indeed only infèrior 


| Exiſtences, and ſecond»Cauſes; there Will 


always be room' leſt for enquiring, why 
ſuch things are, and how ſuch things came 
to be as they are: becauſe this is only ſeek- 
ing atid inveſtigating the initial, efficient, 
or final Cauſe of thei Exiſtence. But 
when We arè advanced beyond all I 
procatarctical and final, it remains only 
ſay, that ſuch is our firſt Cauſe and S 
lity, that we know it exiſts, and without 
prior Ca fie ze vg ne 
And the perhaps, y ma nat at firſt, 
without ſome Struglings and Relüctancy, 
come in tothe Account here givein byime, 
you wih be! obliged —— — 
the very fitſt Step you'farther take tho in 
truth, you have taben one too fat aleady. 


For Lennnot help obſehving to y Nead. 
; er: once, and again, chat if We ask vou of 


the Antetedent Neceſſity, Whenec it 18 


Why it is? What prior Ground Was there 


for it? you muſticoment: yourſelf With 
ſay ing; Sol it is;\y0uKnow' not Why you 
KG not «4. wage mimt 10 e pom n⁰⁰ο 
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iſtence is neceſſary 2, and your Anſwer, -I | 


obo, 8 A; i Priori 


2 Pleaſe to reſolve me therefore, whether : 


youri prior: Neceſſity be neceſſary [becauſe 
it exiſts 2; or whether it is, becauſe its Ex- 


preſume, in one Caſe, will be as raden 


op ae be, eee 1 om lis 


CHAP. v. 


9 the Independency of the nies Rate ; 


nat to be 8 ra che nee 7 an ny 
ether . e -9g 12 75 
p 111 3 12. g FL 
0 T we have not, as yet, ali your 
meaning or full ſcope, in the men- 


tion you make of the Hinoſiſts: You have 


à mind to ſignify to us thereby, that if w 


aver that Subſtance. exiſts abſolutely, Spi- 


noſiſts may as well alledge, at leaſt, that 


Subſtance exiſts abſolutely. True! But can 


1 


; 5 ; 8 7 
> ; 1 io 
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they prove it alſo, as well, when they have 
done? If ſo, what boon tac of 1 
Book. of Demonſtration ? | | 


Have not you een ae . to 'Prove 
therein, that there has been Something, 
and but one original Something and that 
ſuch has been an intelligent Principle and 


Being, and from all Eternity? Surely. then 
ſuch your infinite, intelligent Something 


cannot be Spinoſus Abſtract, impoſlible, 
infinite Matter. Certainly it cannot equal- 
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1 be every y Thing and Subſtance, which ex- 


iſts at all. If it may be, as you intimate 
here, equally any Subſtance, which exiſts 
at all; then I am ſure, that not only your 
firſt, ſecond, and ſeventh Propoſition, 


but that all the Propoſitions of your firſt 
Part, put together, are of no worth: Nay, 


that they are 1⁰ much worſe than nothing, 
as they have left the rational Arguments in 
Proof of a God in ſo much worlc a Condi- 
tion than ever they were in before. 
But, perhaps, you will ſay, ſuch is our 
caſe alone, who declare that God exiſts 
abſolutely, and independently; and not 
yours, who maintain that even the firſt 
Cauſe and Cauſality, ſhockingly. enough, 
muſt exiſt from ſome prior Neceſliry,{ ul 
internal antecedent Cauſe. LOTT 
Why, then Sir, do you try how. you 


can mend the matter upon 8 ae 2 
your own Hypotheſis. © 


For ſuppoſing. you ſhould Gy; as indeed 
you frequently have done, that your fir/# 
Thing, Subſtance, or intelligent Cauſe ex- 
its Ro an antecedent Neceſſity in itſelf ; 


will not they, Atheiſts and Spino/iſts, lay 


the ſame thing of their ſuppoſed infinite, 
and impoſſible Matter ? and may they not, 
ex Hypotbeſi, ſay the ſame thing of Sub- 
ſtance in general, of every kind of Sub- 
ſtance in particular, and indeed of every 


thing elſe equally; whilſt you dock lup⸗ 


py ann prove?” A e 
Again,, 


* ed * 2 iS ut 
* 
the Argument A Priori. 


Again, ſuppoſing you ſhould ſay, that 
your firſt intelligent Cauſeè exiſts in virtue 
of his neceſſary Exiſtence ; will they not 
equally alledge, and may they not, that 
Subſtance is, in virtue of Hs. own nece ſſary 
Exiſtence? 
Well, mY ſuppoſing cnn that you 
ſhould even anſwer thereunto, that the 
ſuppoſed neceſſary Exiſtence of their Sub- 
ſtance, is a precarious Principle, an ab. 
ſtrat? Idea, a non-exiſting, impolſi ble 
Cauſality or Cauſe ; may they not ſay the 
ſame thing of that faxciful Invention, of 
that non-exiſting, abſtract, impoſſible Ne- 
ceſſity of Exiſtence, with which alone 
you thought yourſelf able, not only to eſ- 
tabliſh the Being of one Divine Perſon, but 
for ever exclude the other two from all 
Communication, all ſubſtantial e 
nication with the Divine Being? + 
S8 that you are the Perſon, who em- 
broil yourſelf with Spinoſa and his Follow- 
ers, and inextricably too, as far as I can 
| pes ; and not we, who put no ſuch 
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7 E can prove our Eirſt Intelligent 
Cauſe to exiſt abſolutely and in- 


| Een ATA a the Conſideration of pre- 


ſent Things, and ſecond Cauſes, riſing na- 
turally and gradually to God the Firſt Cauſe 


and Author of them, and happily amm 


nating and concluding with Him. 
We can preve that the Infinite Matter 
or Subſtance, of the Sping/its;' is abſtract 


Idea alone; and a non- exiſting Thing: and 
that, as certainly as we can manifeſt, that 


no Subſtance can exiſt without its peculiar 
is, its partiaulat: Figure: and 
Limitations. 514 | 

And having as diſconereil, that every 


SIE $ 15 67 1. 


5 -exrepded . Subſtance, and every Extenſion 
muſt be Finite, We can go on, and ſafely 
conclude, that Infinite Space, and Infinite 
M,atter, or Infinite Corporeal Subſtance, 
are cqually abſurd Ideas, and alike im- 


pollible. 
And having proceeded thus, ſo FE as 


to find that all Corporeal Subſtance is, 


5 


and muſt be Finite, we can, well nigh as 
ſoon, perceive that it muſt be made ſo by 
ſome other Being: 2 ſince nothing ſenſeleſs 

4 A H . „ 


"a 3 A Priori. 


2 nothing intelligent D caghne 
Itle 31 S 
And hen. if Inſenſible Comes Sub- 
ſtance muſt thus be Finite, and yet not li- 
mit, nor reſtrain itſelf; then muſt it be 
bounded, formed, and confined by ſome 
other Pre-exiſtent Being. 
And then alſo, as ſuch Being muſt. be 
Pre-oxiftent.. it muſt alſo be Intelligent up- 
on the ſame account. For as peer nd 
ſenſeleſs | could confine. itſelf, much ing 
could it give Limits to any other Thing; 
and leſs ſtill to any Thing ſo large and 
univerſal, as is the N arure and Extent of 
Corporeal Subſtance. Ne 
And then if there 9 thus be ſome 
Wiſe, Superior and Intelligent Being, pre- 
Exiſting to the Limitations of Corporeal 
Subſtance, and conſequently to Finite Sub- 
ſtance itſelf; I think then we may caſily 
gather Who ſo framed and faſhioned it: 
And that ſuch can be no other than that 
Divine Being, who, gave it its inſeparable 
Figure in general; and, in particular, * 
ſpecifical and reſpe&ive forms. 
And thus having found that all l | 
Subſtance has its reſpective Figure, and 
Forms, and that ſuch its Limitations and 
Forms were made for and given to it, we find 
that both ſuch Subſtance and its inſeparable 
Figure muſt be Temporary, and can no 
Way be Eternal; ſince ſuch the Limita- 
| don of Subſtance is not only its Conſti- 
A $ 2 gs rution 
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tution and Formation, but the very Date 
and Era, tho unknown to us, of its Be- 
ning. 

And thus do even Inſenſibility and Im- 
* evince that there muſt have been 
Prior Knowledge, and Wiſe Diſpenſation, 
antecedent not only to all viſible and cor- 
Things, but to that limited, inſen- 
Kble, Corporeal Subſtance, out of which 
they were deduced. 

And ſo we can equally ad: Natel 
ſmile at you Both: At the Hpinoſiſt, for 
contending for an infinite, abſtract, non- 
exiſting, impoſſible, corporeal Subſtance, 
or Matter; without Figure, and without 
Form, without Limitations and Circum- 
 {criprion : which never was in Being, in 
any time, or ever can be: And-at you for 
ſuppoſing and building upon an infinite 
Space and Expanſion, when it is as impoſ- 
ſible any Expanſion ſhould be without Li- 
mits and Circumſcription, as that it ſhould 
be without Form and Figure, and conſe- 
quently without a ee Fi it 1 uy 
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the Argument A Priori. 
CHAP. VI. 


of the Limitations, and Formation 0 if 
e Subſtance, From Ay fare. | 
ND here, if J miſtake not, come in 
TN alfo, very appoſitely, our Arguments 
4 Poſteriori, and that with a prevalent and 
over-bcaring Force. For as the Things 
which are preſent prove there has been 
ſomething, and from all Eternity ſo the 

Intelligence there now is, proves alſo that 

there has been Intelligence from Everlaſt- 
ing. For that Senſe, ' Underſtanding, and 

Intelligence, ſhould ſpring up out of In- 
ſenſible Matter and Nonſenſe, is the very 
ſenſeleſs Suppoſition of Something out of 

Nothing: For Senſe to Inſenſibility, is as 

Something is to Nothing. 

And here alſo we may, and hope ſhall 
be ever mindful to call in the Word of 
God, to put an end to all our Debates. For 

if the Formation and Confinement, and 

Figure of all Real, Formal, and Corporeal 
Subſtance, does not prove that every thing 
found thus in Figure, and Form, had a Cre- 

ator, and has now a Sovereign Lord and 
Maſter: And if the viſible Works of Crea- 
tion and Providence, do not in point of\ 
| Reaſon prove, that there is a Deſpotic Ru- 
| ler, and Paramount 8 of all Cor- 


poreal 


i 


| poreal and limited Things 


wit Ri E VIEW PH 
poreal Subſtance; ; and if the viſible and 
actual Exereiſe of ſo abſolute and irreſi- 
ſtible a SWay « doth not inconteſtably evince, 
that there is an infinitely good and over- 
ruling Power, with regard to all the cor- 
or. Subſtances 
in Nature: And if theſe our rational Con- 

luſions are not ſufficiently confirmed by 

Jiſtory and Fact, and thoſe unqueſtionable 


| Signs of Recency, of late and novel Pro- 


duction, which made eyen Epicurus and 
ucretius ſubmit to the Formation and 


Creation. of. the, World; then let us leave 
off reaſoning for a while, and obſerve what 


: 8 God himſelf hath been pleaſed to declare 


Job 


xxxviii. 
_ *- ((ach) he 
Or who ſbut up the Seas with Doors, 


ſtretched the 


upon this point. 
Who is he that darkeneth Conde, by 
Wards without Knowleage ? Gird up thy 
Loins like a Man, 1 wi demand of thee, 


and anſwer thou me. Who hath laid the 


the Earth —— Who. hath 
Line upon it? Whereupon 
are the e eee of it faſtned —— Or 
who laid the Corner-Stone of it? When 
the Morning-Stars {i 2 ng together, and all 


ons. of God ſhouted for joy! 


Meaſures o 


when it brake th as it had been iſſued 
out of . the Womb? When I made the 


Cloud the Garment. thereof, and. thick 5 
= 77 a [wadling, 1 150 


on it, and 


brake it 4% for my decree, P, 15 and ſet 
15 _ a er e 2 Hit e 
thou 


* 
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Ie 7 5 e s 
of TE © 


ws be Arun A Prior 
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rhow ge, and no farther : and here be | 


rhy proud Waves be ſtaid. 


And being thus able, as we conceive; 


both from Reaſon and Scripture,” to eſta: 
_ bliſh- the Neceſſity and actual Exiſtence of 

our Firſt and Intelligent Cauſe; 3 _ 10 
00. that Corporeal Subſtance, an 


thing elſe finite, was firſt formed may is 


ſtill dependent on our Firſt Cauſe, our wiſe 


and gracious God; I think we may now be 
very eaſy upon the Point of his Abſolute 


and 1 Exiſtence. 


Let the Hinaſiſt prove the real and aftuel 
Being of. his "SARS jo) | Infinite Corporeal 


Matter or Subſtance : Do you prove that 


_ is not the abſtract Idea of ile 
or that there may be Extenſt 8 WE. 
Figüre and Form, and under J 
tions or Circuit ption, if y you op Ex- 
tend fancied Sp ace in in 1 an 
orbicular or an "Se Form z 108 eng it 
a or Erhe 0 or the m r Gab 
orpoi 
or | it out of” WF Form ane 
A d therefore, Hay give yourſ, 


Poſner! Th y have. neye Sony 


us yet, and, 1 truſt, 1255 will, w ſt. i 
able Na AS to tit Creati gs 


tion of Corporeal, Subſtance 5- ox its pre 


ſent aid immediate De ependence no 
Firſt Cauſe, and God. And if Ay Te 


ti drawn fror the wonderful Works 


dal Matter; 4 Ha ſee if you Ws Haks 
th 1 


* 


* * 
3 1 * 
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m . 
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a above, call in u Revelation to our 
tance; and then, I am ſure, we 3 no 
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of his. Creation and. ee, do not 
end the Diſpute, and put the Origin and 
Spe tion. of all Things out of Le e 


eaſon to fear what either Waben 1 1 5 


2 
us. 1 
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Of neceſſary Exiſtence : oY 0 Yay Conc 
n nd ee, of Noth Mg... yh 


»y # 3 n 
l 90 2 


| F rb. 4 of an Es 0 Ne othing was 
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' Poſſible Idea —— the Exiſtence. 7 
e Fir; Cauſe would not, be neceſſary... 
In fad you mean, For 5 your Ar. 
gument Thould proceed, to be all of a 
piece? But ſuppoſing then that the Idea of 
4 Firſt ;anfe is thus 5 0 in your Idea, 


or Way ay” of En ination, mu it be f. ſo in 
itſelf, or t9 G atot ler Mans a br 
then every one is obliged to conclude as 
| porno And if fo, ches every thing you 


ite will be Demonſtration. Till then, 
it may, now 1790 then, perhaps, be f 
thing dil. However, we muſt not leave 


chele temarkable Words thus, 155 us take 


then #0 BS. and 80 on Hep Ti ſlep .. 
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rhe ens 'A Priori. 

I. Nothing e eee 
let me obſerve a little Nothing is no 
e ade wants no Explication— 
5 is ee — This es 0 18 | 


„ FE B- £4 


or of no Being, or of Non Fallen 
would not be impolſi ble in Idea nei · 
ther in Fact. ers.” 44 \ A We 
- But no Thing, or no Being, or Non 
Exiſtence cannot poſſibly e. 
es Therefore the Exiſtence of 10 Thing, 
Oc. is impoſſible. | 
Very well, if this then Ve your. "Argus | 
ment, it has but two Faults; the one of 
which is, that it is not to the Point; and 
the other, that it cannot be of uſe to any 
one good Purpoſe whatever: For as you 
are therein contending about no Thing, ſo 
you are, in reality, fighting with no Body. 
For, I pray Sir, which of your Antago- 
5 niſts ever ſuppoſed, or maintained, that no 
Thing could exiſt, or Non-Exiſtence have 
a Being? They have indeed ſome of them 
ſaid, and many of them have ſuppoſed, 
that not any Thing may have been, or that 
not any one Thing may have exiſted from 
All Eternity. But it is more than I know, 
that any one of them has ſaid, that no 


Thing might be; ot. that Non-E l Reus 5 
8 Bag * Being, IO! 
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Ts 9 Five you never heard an „ Atheiſt | 
1 10 Aud e Kir, 1 there has been 


no Th From Eternity? I do not know 
that *evet heard any Atheiſt make ſuch 


Object ion: for the Epicureans, Who have 


gone the very loweſt in tliat "ey bave TM 
had their eternal _—_— 


But ſuppoſe any Arbeit ſhould ſay 70 


22 . 7 f there s been nothing 


from Eternity? 1 e not take an ad- 


vattage of a conimon way of ſpeaking, 
play upon and entrench myſelf therein, but 
Eſhould chuſe to enquire. 'I hm your 


meaning is, II hat, if not any Thing, may 
Habe been fem Erernity 2 If he anſwer d 


affirtflatiyely, as 1 think he would, 1 
mould then enquire again, pray how came 


ydu lite?" BOY. came you gr to have 4 


Being! 115 ZN EY, 145 TOP OI EE MORO” i 
Fer if at any one time aſſignable or not; 


there had not been any Thing, how came 
there to be any Thing now? or at any o- 


ther fippoſable' Time? For unleſs at that 
den, as you conceive,” there Was 
and might not be any thing, ſome- 


5 Hts X6tld- have ſprung out of "nothing, 


| chere cu] not have been any thing, in any 


ſuppoſedly poſterior Time, or indeed 
now. 1. Certainly therefore as ſome- 


ching is now, ſo ſure is it, ſomething 


thete' always was, unleſs at one time or 


ther, ſuppolable or N n could 5 


Have 5 
OA DT M 


not any one —_— or that not any ng in- 
e 
| monſtration i is ſpoilt; for it is but putting 


is yaniſhed.” For tho an Atheiſt cannot 


or to have at any time exiſted; he may 
Juppoſe not any thing to have been, and 


Fe 


ternity. And then tho the Conception 
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have riſen,” and ſprung out of Nothing, 

which was always, and alike impoſſible. 
Does this drive to Contradiction? 1 

think it does: I think the preſent Being of 


Something demonſtrates, or at. leaſt evi- 
_ dently proves, that there NEVER was a Time, 


when there was not any thing; if not, pray 


let us have your way. - | 
Why then, you muſt know, that if an A- 


theiſt ſays, or ſuppoſes there may have been 


nothing; I am upon him immediately, and 
tell him, nothing cannot be or exiſt. What 
if he corrects himſelf, and a common way of 


| ſpeaking, thus ? I do not mean that nothing 


may exiſt, or that nothing niay be, but that 


deed may have been from Eternity. 
What will you ſay then, your fine De- 


in the word Suppo/ition, inftead of the 
word Conception, and the Contradiction 


conceiue nothing to have poſitively been, 


not any one thing to have exiſted from E- 


of no Thing, as exiſting, is a Non - Concep- 
tion; the Suppoſition of not any one 
thing, or of not any thing as exiſting, i is a 

real and legitimate-Suppoſition: | *_ 
And therefore: whatever ſtreſs you nay 
lay _ this your way of reaſoning, and 
D the 
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A RT VIXW "of 
the Sabriltie ariſing therefrom, I cannot 


myſelf put any value upon an Argument 
founded on the equivocal, or leſs pro- 
per uſe of a vulgar and common way of 
ſpeaking ; I prefer rather one, on the con- 


trary, Which is never inconcluſive, but in 
improper Terms, and under an incompe- 
tent Ee e 


At _ — 


— 0 : * ” * — 
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OR tho an Atheiſt cannot form a 
Conception of Nothing, which ſhall 

not at the ſame time be Non- Conception; 
yet he may make a Suppoſition of not any 
thing, as exiſting, if he pleaſes. Nay, and 
if I miſtake not much, he may better ſup- 


poſe Nothing, or make a Suppoſition of 
not any thing, as exiſting, than you may 
ſuppoſe any thing, or any one ſuch thing, 
upon which your whole weight of Demon- 
ſtration is laid. Nay, as he is Opponent 


and you Reſpondent; as he maintains No- 


ching, and may throw himſelf into a State 


of Carteſian Dubitation, if he pleaſes; 


and you take upon you not only to ſolve 
all his Difficulties and Objections, but to 


drive him to Contradiction, if he pretends 
to make any uſe of his Reaſon, and does 


not Tn" in with all, 5 one of your 


De- 
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the pint A Priori. 


"Demonſtrations ; He may better ſuppoſe, 
as Thumbly conceive, any thing, and eve- 
-ry thing he has a mind to, has You any 


one thing, which you aſſert, and never 


prove: and moſt certainly much better 
than you may ſuppoſe any one ſuch Fun- 


damental Article or Thing, upon which 


vour whole Fabric is founded and raiſed. 


And therefore what ſignify all your Hy- 
pothetical Arguments, all ſuch as begin 


with an if they cannot afterwards be 


turned into poſitive and categorical ones? 
Why! they ſignify thus much: If your Ad- 
verſary will allow ſuch your Suppoſition, 
land your If then your Argument may 


ſo far forth go on, and advance: If he will 
not allow ſuch your If— 


and Suppoſition, 
then truely your Hypothetical Argument 


n as thus: 


F Something has been from Eternity, 
and an Atheiſt is diſpoſed to grant ſuch 
your Suppoſition, it is then a Contradic- 
tion to ſuppoſe, that not any thing, or 
that not any one thing may have exiſted, or 
been from Eternity. As on the contrary : 
If Something has not exiſted from Eter- 


_ nity, and ſuch Suppoſition is not a preca- 


carious Aſſumption, but Fact, it is then 
no Contradiction to ſuppole,- not any 


thing, or not any Ws . 550 have been 


from Everlaſting. 


cently oy you, 200 a 55 to thic Con- 
2 tradiction 
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ſreadiion you aim at, is the poſitive Ex- 


. 


. 


iſtence of Something from Eternity. For 
when ſuch your Aſſumption is warranted 
and eſtabliſf d, your ſuppos d Atheiſtical 
Contradiction, and Inconſiſtency, as indiſ- 
d follows: But till you have poſi- 
tively proved, and antecedently to ſuch 
your ſuppoſed Atheiſtical Suppoſition, that 
Something has really and actually exiſted 


from Eternity, it will be no Inconſiſtency 


in point of Reaſon to ſuppoſe not any 
thing, or not any one thing, to e been 


: from Everlaſting. 


Now then if you can prove 4 Priri, 


and antecedently demonſtrate, and 

viouſly to ſuch ſuppoſed Atheiſtical Con- 
. tradition, that Something there has been 
. from all Eternity; 3 pray. do it, the Way 


is now plain and open before you: And 


: Matter of Fact you know is, and ever will 


be ſuperior to all Objections, as to the 
Poſſibility or Nn of yay: ho co he or 


This 8. 
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tevedently, Upon Demonſtration in this | 
Caſ* E. | 
For whatever ſhow you may make whe 
your Arguments a Priori, and from ne- 
ceſſary Exiſtence, where they were not 
wanted, and might much better have been 
ſpared; yet whenever you were at a pinch, 
as you term it, or at a loſs, which is not 
ſeldom, then are our Arguments 4 Poſte- 
riori called in, to ſet you floating, and at 
liberty again. | 
1 e ee had you elſe in your famed 
Demonſtration to prove your Eternal 
Something by, but Arguments 4 Poſteri- 
ori? what had you to prove the Intelli- 
gence of your one Eternal Being, with, 
but Arguments 4 Poſterior; ? thoſe very 
Arguments drawn from the wonderful 
Works of Creation and Providence, 
| which tho' ſtill retained as your laſt, and 
your beſt: Reſort in your Demonſtration, - 


- rhing as an Argument from your Book, : 
FH which upon ſecond Thoughts you have 
33 diſclaimed, and diſcarded. But ſince you 
gave therein the Senſe of other Men, tho 
the Words were your own, give us the 
„ Force and Reaſon of them again, and taxe 
N Foe yl _ care A Ser to yourſelf.” 
9 J wc + 


. are yet ſo precipitately, and ſo contume- | 
liouſly broken and disbanded in your laſt 
Letter. | | | 
- -I am almoſt aſhamed to Ang any | | 
| 
1 
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38 
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wo) demonſtrates toust 
That 
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No that the Self-exiſtent Bei 16 
not ſome blind and unintelli 3 e } 
ty; but in the moſt proper Senſe an Un- 
derſtanding Being, and really Active, can- 


not indeed be demonſtrated ſtrittly and 


properly à Priori; becauſe we cannot ſee. 
the neceſſary Connection between. Intelli. 
gence and Exiſtence, as we ſee the Connec-. 
tion 97 Eternity, Infinity, &c. therewith. 

But a Poſteriori every thin 75 (leave out 41. 
is great Truth, 

the Wi 2745 and all things therein, are 

the Effects of a wiſe and knowing Cauſe. 

So that this your ſeventh Anſwer, is, in 


the whole, and in all its Parts, truely ſur- 


prizing and aſtoniſhing. It was. precipitate 
enough in your former Books, and Letters, 
to risk the whole of natural Religion, upon 
a few weak, uneſſay d Abſtractions of your 
own deviſing : But to diſmiſs all ours, and 


your . own Arguments 4 Poſteriori at 


once; and to reſt Religion upon an 1. 
and an Hypotheſis of your own framing, 
is the moſt unaccountable thing in Nature; 


unleſs your other inconſiſtent Aim, to diſ- 
parage and run down Arguments a Peſte- 


riori in your ſeventh Anſwer, and yet to 
imagine, that they might keep their 
Ground i in your Demonſtration, be more ſo. 

For what, I pray, at laſt is ſuch your 
Hypothetic Argument, and which is to 


drive to Contradiction, when it is redu- 
ced from its larger Fractions to its loweſt. 
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| the Argument A Priori. 
Terms, but this, A thing cannot be and 
not be at the ſametime ? 

For if a thing really is, it is then a po- 
| ſitive Contradiction to aver, or ſuppoſe 
that it is not: If it is not, then it is a Con- 
tradition to ſay, it is: For thus i uns 
both ways. | 

If ſomething has; ever etc, it is a 
1 to ſuppoſe it not to have 
been ever; that is, whilſt a thing is, it is 
a Contradiction to ſuppoſe that it is not. 

Again, reverſely; If nothing is, or gould 
be, ſomething might not be; that is, if 
a thing is not, it is a Contradiction to ſup- 
poſe that it is. 

And here is alſo Petitia S a 
plain begging of the Queſtion : for you 
_ firſt aſſume ſomething is in Being; and 

then infer, if any thing is in being, ſome- 
thing muſt be, becauſe no thing cannot ex- 
iſt or be. But then you know very well, 
that the Perſons with whom at ſuch Times 
your Diſpute properly lies, do not ſuppoſe 
any thing, or any one thing, to have been 
from Eternity ; and therefore this your In- 
ference, If any thing is, ſomething muſt 
be, is wholly loſt upon them. @_ 

And therefore, as not very unuſual with 
you, you are here working up a Demon- 
ſtration - againſt nobody, and where it was 
not wanted, For whereas the Strength of 
your Arguments, and indeed their whole 
Fares as to this Particular, lies in theſe 
D 4 . 
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Aﬀaniprions Nothing cannot exiſt,” or 
be ; and therefore if any Thing is, or has 
been, ſomething mult be, or have been: 
There is no Man living now, neither do 
] believe there ever was, who does e 
one or the other of them, or ever did. 
For your Adverſaries do not ſay, or 
hold, that no Thing is, or may exiſt: or 
that Something, Whilſt it remains Some- 
thing, may have no Being, and not exiſt : 
But that tho Something now is, not 
any Thing may have been z or that not 
any one a bn; 4 have been from all 
Eternity. Med 
And now that your Work is thts fairly 
before you, do you prove from your ſup- 
. poſed antecedent Neceſſity, or from any 
other Principle 4 Priori, that ſomething 
there muſt have been from all Eternity: 
And that ſuch your Eternal Something is 
an intelligent and active Being, and can 
be but one, and that it is a Contradiction 
in point of er to ſuppoſe the con- 
ere 
If you can ts this, you will flence me; 
you will tranſcend all your Glorious Pre- 
deceſſors in this Argument; and which, 
perhaps, ſome others may judge to be more 
wonderful ftill, exceed yourſelf, and ſur- 
paſs even e on Torener Ry | 
tions. N . b 


1 Y * 
bar as. 46h $ * Foe” R J a 
* P , 8 * ” 
y 4 — * 7 * 
40 2 #. pK. K # X 
4 * x 
4 * . &f * 5 9 , I £52 
i: i Fs 2 » 8 . $0 2 35 4 6 
: o 
5 N 


* TIN * 3 . 15 3 * 8 
71 3 aha Ic . n 
* 3 = Ts 


+ phe Argument A Priori. 
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l I 


Atheiſm the big beſt Abſurdity and Folly; 


but not, at all Points, a Contradiction 
in Terms. 1s: 


175 neceſſary, it would be no Contra- 
diction, to 47% it not to have exiſted 
7 


in Times paſt, or not to exiſt to-morrow. 


. The. Exiſtence therefore of the Firſt 
Cauſe is neceſſary. Why neceſſary ? Be- 
cauſe, as before, Nothing cannot exiſt. 

| Becauſe if any Thing exiſts, Something 


muſt be. And becauſe I cannot drive 


Atheiſts to Contradiction, without ſuch 
Ns: nj Very well, Sir ; pray then goon. 


* 


or M it be no Contradiction (in Terms) 


to ſuppoſe not any thing to have exiſted. 


from Eternity : or not any one Thing to 
haue exiſted, as indeed it is not, or at 
leaſt 4 Priori not ſo: then it is no Con- 
tradition to ſuppoſe not any Thing to 


8 have exiſted from Eternity, or in Times 


paſt Or not to exiſt to-morrow. - 

And as indeed it is not 4 Priori fo, I 
leave you to make out ſuch your Contra- 
dition, antecedently againft Atheiſts, and 
to reconcile theſe Words with your for- 
mer. Declarations —— about Nothing 


5 


as well as you can. Folly and Abſurdity, 
ne [ùẽ:ũ Atheiſm 


| F the Exiſtence of the Firſt Cauſe WAS, NY: 
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Atheiſm moſt certainly is, 580 both to 
the higheſt degree: But Contradiction in 
plain Terms, you will never ſhow it to be 
a Priori, and I am afraid never at all. 

In the mean while, I cannot help re- 
minding you, that if you have nothing to 
prove your neceſlary Exiſtence with or even 
by, but the Non- Conception of Nothing, 
you. will never be able to make out that 
way, that Something there has been, and 


neceſſarily exiſtent from all Eternity. 
The Exiſtence therefore of the Se 5 
| Cauſe 5s neceſſary, neceſſ ary Aue, 
and in itſelf. * | 
As to what you ſay. here of abſolute Ne- 
ceſſity, if you intend thereby perfect Ne- 
ceſſity, pure, or mere Neceſſity, the Dif- 
ference then between Neceſlity and abſo- 
late Neceſſity, is the ſame as between Rea- 
ſon and Right Reaſon ; and that is, me- 
taphyſically or ſtrictly ſpeaking, nothing. 
If by abſolute Neceſſity, you mean a 
Cauſe, or Cauſality abſolute at the ſame 
time, that it is neceſſary; that is, in my Mind, 
no other than a Neceſſity depending, even 
whilſt it is ſuppoſed abſolutely free and 
independent; and, if ſo, then this is a Pro- 
fundity, I confeſs, which the Line of my 
Underſtanding will by no means nds or 
ee . ; 


C H A P. 


"3 
4 


the Argon 4 * 


wh 


„„ 84Þ. 206: 
Of Ideal and Phyſical Necelſag, 


HE Exiſtence of the fir Cauſe 
is Evie * — ef Cauſe 
A the Neceſſity is a Priori, and in the 
Order of Nature, the Ground and 1 
of its Exiſtence. | 
For that which exiſts neceſſarily, or 
in the Idea of which ——Exiſtence — 
and Neceſſity are inſe parably con- 
netted. 
6, Sir, hold a little: you ſeem here 
to me to make Ideal Neceſſity, and Ideal 
Exiſtence, the ſame with Phyſical Neceſſi - 


ty, and Phyſical Exiſtence; which I can, 


by no means, allow. 


For thoſe Gentlemen who have 3 | 


bated. the Argument from the Idea of 
God; and = Neceſlity of Exiſtence in 


” ſuch Idea, (the ſame in the main with 


yours) and till the Cart eſians them- 
ſelves have been weary of the Conflict, 
have engaged in but a weariſom kind of 


. Foil, and been employed in a Sz phian: 


Work and Buſineſs, if they have all their 
Reaſons, and perpetually, to roll over a- 


. in er to evince that what- is ne- 


ceſſarily 
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ceſſarlly er in Idea, 0 in Imagi- 
nation, is not thereupon neceſſarily, and 
immediately connected in Reality and 
Fact. 

For at this rate the Brain af Man, that 
Officina Idearum, or Shop of Idca's, will 
not only be a Wonder- working, but a 
ſyperlatively almighty Thing, if our mo- 
dern Metaphyſicians do but imagine, and 
Things not only muſt be, but inſtantly 
arc, as they would have them to be. 

For thus: Do they connect Neceſſity 
and Exiſtence together? They arc there- 


upon, if we may believe them, in Reality, 


and in Nature connected, and actually ex- 


iſting. Do they in Imagination ſeparate Ex- 


iſtence from any Thing? It is immediate- 
ly, and in fact ſeparated, and the Thing 
dead and gone. For my part, I can but 


admire, that theſe Sages have any Op- 


ponents left; for it is but ſuppoſing at 


this rate every Antagoniſt ſilent, and he 


is, and muſt be inſtantly dumb. How o- 
thers may behave. under ſuch a Difficulty 


of ſubſiſting themſelves, and their Argu- 


ments, I cannot preſently conceive; but, 
as to myſelf, I will venture to Prüm, 
all ſuch great Metaphyſicians, and won- 
derful Abſtracters, that if they will be 
conſiſtent with Reaſon or Revelation, or 
with themſelves, I will foon be ſo 
For the truth of it is, ſuch Ideal Suppo- 


ſitions and Neceſſities are the height of 


1 WI Nt OR 


the went I A Priori. 


| Revery and Phantaſm. Why, I pray, is 
- Exiſtence more neceſſary to the Being of 
the Firſt, than to the Being of any other 


Cauſe ? Or of any other Thing? The 


Idea of every Thing, as in Being, includes 


Exiſtence : but ſtill if the Conception of 
ſuch Thing, be an arbitrary and fictitious 
Idea alone, entirely dependent on Human 
Imaginations, and not proved to be actu- 
ally in Being, from other competent and 


ſufficient Evidence; what matter is it, as 


to ſuch its fancied Exiſtence, what Ingre- 
dients a Man does, or does not put into his 
Idea. The Conception it- ſelf, and the Ex- 
iſtence of it, is in the Imagination only; 
and whilſt it is ſo, a Man may moſt cer- 
tainly take out of, or put into his own 


Ideas, what Exiſtence, or Properties Het 


5 pleaſes, whether conſiſtently, or incon- 


+ 


ſiſtently, it matters not: Becauſe Notions 


Poſſible and Impoſſible, Practical or Im- 
practicable, Diſſonant or Agreeable, Con- 


gruous or Incompatible, are equally the 


Subjects of Human Cogitation, and Con- 
ceptions; and prove at laſt but. one thing 


validly and ſolidly. to us, and that is this: 


The Mind when 1 the external Senſa- 
tions of the Body, (ori it may be other 
has furniſh'd herſelf with a ſufficient or 


competent Stock of Original or Simple 


Ideas, can compound or decompound them 
at her pleaſure. And this Mr. Locke hath 


not only cufficiently made appear but eve- 


6 N T 


iſe) 


46 A Rt rern Ps 

ry one hh experienced, and frequently 
done, even when he was not apprehenſive 
of it, in his own Imagination, and Brain. 
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07 the Order of Neceff ity ms 4 Eau. 

8 er 7 go Tn” LORIE 
* I | it 
TELL, but ſuppoſing that Neceſſity 
\ and Exiſtence are connected in the 
t or Conceptions you frame of your 
firſt, neacfiarily;. Jann Cauſe: ' erg 
then? 92 

Why then they muſt nece wily foge- 
tber, amd be a ee. 2 vine 
L. p. 41. Divine Wem, and e Of that be⸗ 
fore. 

And the Neceſſity is a — and 3 in 
the Order of Nature, the Ground or Rea- 
ſon f the Exiſtence of the — Cy. 
Why ſo? 

wo nn when Neceſſity Fares Exiſtence | 

go together, 1 muſt, in Order 0 
Nature, go Exiſtence : for fo” -4 
| does in Idea of God, and ſbould do 

in the Conceptions WR "Other | 2 
en Him. inte 
But, I pray whe wl ee = 
before, as you ſay? They who do not ſo 
perfectly underſtand theſe your metaphy- 
* nn or Reaſons, may . = 
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| che en A Priori. 
to conclude, for want thereof, that Exi- 


tence may as well march forth, and pre 
cede. Becauſe if there be any Thing pre- 


viouſly exiſting, there may then be ſome- 


thing, from which a Neceſſity may flow 


or follow : But that if Neceſlity ſteps forth 
firſt, before and without Exiſtence ; (and 
as in your Caſe, without ſo much as a Be- 


ing, a Real Being, of its own;) that Some- - 
thing will not, and that Nothing only: can 


follow after. 
For a prior Neceſlity, abſtract, and de- 
riving it-ſelf from nothing in Reality, and 


exiſtent alone in Human Imaginations, is 


like a Concluſion or Conſequence without 
Premiſſes: and a Concluſion without Pre- 


miſſes, is ſo like a Neceſſity from Nothing 


exiſting, that I can think of no better Al- 


_— wn Illuſtration, at this time. 


0 H A p. NV. 
0 of Nadi ar the ſuppoſed Ground of 


7 ; : Ex ne ; 


: muſe either be neceſſary becauſe it 


| Po, 5 or exiſt becauſe it is neceſſary. 


Fit was neceſſary becauſe it exiſted, 
then rs . which is, e . 4 
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x IF: date Vaiſtence did'of it-ſelf produce A 
Kurier and continual. Neceſſity of Exi- 
ſtence, then your Obſervation here would 
be ſo far true, that what exiſts now, muft. 
of neceſlity exiſt 4 = cron Poſt, or here- 
after, tho even ſuch Neceſſity flowing 
from preſent Exiſtence, could have had no 
retroſpective Influence or Cogency à parte 
Ante, or as to time paſt; and therefore I 
cannot conceive what this is to the Point. 
For we do not found the Eternal Exiſtence 
of our God, upon his bare Exiſtence, or 
the general Prevalence of Exiſtence; but 
upon the peculiar and paramount Perfection 


of his Exiſtence, which'is ſuch, ſo entire, 
and indeſinent, that it cannot but be: A 
Perfection which ever was, is now, and 


ever will be the Life of Future Being; as 

far as any of theſe Words or Terms are, 
or may be applicable to God, or rather ne- 
ceſlary for our Conceptions. For there is 
neither paſt nor future with reſpe& to Him, 
who i is at once Simultaneous, and Imme- 
diate Being. As we have therefore no- 
thing to do with ſuch the firſt Part of your 


Dilemma, or Ambidexter Argument, be 
95 * to go on to the ſecond.” > 


it exiſts becauſe ſuch its Exiſtence | 
ys refſary, then 1. Neceſſity is the 
nd, or Reaſon, or Foundation of the 
Exoftonee: And the Exiſtence does not 
Bei the Neceſſity, "re the N. cel wal the 


Xiſtence. Q.EP- - 
c 
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2 is 
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the Argument A Priori. h 
Me are now come to the Point of the 
matter: it is ſuppoſed, and even granted, 
if you pleaſe, that there is ſomething ne- 
ceſſarily exiſting ; upon very different Prin- 
ciples, as has been before ſeen, How I 
make good that Neceſſity of Exiſtence, 
which I ſuppoſe, and maintain to flow, 
from the Perfection of the Divine Being, is 
not my buſineſs now to ſhow ; nor is it in- 
deed neceſſary, it being ſomething to be 
found, not only in the Learned Dr. Bent- 
ys Lectures, but in every other Treatiſe, 
Where Arguments 4 Poſteriori, or from 
the wonderful Works of Creation and Pro- 
vidence, are to be met With; and to your 
_ own liking, ee in ene own De- 
monſtration. 1 
But the Queſtion is now, how you can 
| deduce the real, actual, and eternal Exi- 
ſtence of the Divine Being, from an abſtract 
Neceſſity, and one ſuppoſed prior and an- 
cecedent to the Being of God, as he is al- 
lowed to be the Firſt Exiſtence, the Firſt 
Cauſality and Cauſe? You have diſchar- 
ged, and ignominioufly ſent off, the Proof 
of our Firſt Cauſe, as ſubſiſting in vir- 
tue of his Divine Perfections; and now 
give us, if you can, ſuch and ſo Divine a 
Perfection as a Neceſſity of Being, without, 
and antecedently to ſo Divine an Exiſtence. 
And if you will ſtill be reſolute, and in- 
deſinent in maintaining your abſtract prior 
* wy ; ty in your Contention, that 
> | ſomes 


a 8 hy '' 6 x 


* 2 2 — * 
A Review of © "6 bs 
ſomething is previous, where nothing i is, 
or nothing previous; we ſhall be content, 
provided only that you will as inceſſantly 
go on, as you for ſome time have now be- 
gan to do; and purſue the endleſs Chace, 
in which you have ſo long, and ſo uy 
been engaged. 
And that you may ſee that I am even wil- 
| ling to give you a helping Hand, and put 
you forward therein; I grant you, that 
your prior Neceſſity exiſts nacefiacily, if at 
all. 
And no be fed to tell me, in your 
own Phraſe and Stile, Whether ſuch your 
ſuppoſed Antecedent. Neceſſity exiſts ne- 
Fey becauſe it exiſts ; or whether it 
exiſts, becauſe it is neceſſary! | 
If it, your Prior Neceſſity, exiſts be- 
cauſe it is neceſſary, then by your own Ar- 
gument, and in your own way, there is 
and muſt be an Antecedent Ground, Rea- 
ſon, or Foundation of its Exiſtence ; and 
ſoon, of the ſuppoſed N eceſſi ity prior again, 
and as often as you pleaſe. . 
| Takeit not amiſs that I ſo often return 
the Favor of your own Way of Reaſoning 
to you again : doubtleſs you think there is 
none better, or elſe you would not lay ſo 
great a weight upon it: and tho I myſelf - 
may perhaps differ in my Opinion concern- 
ing it, yet no Inſtance can be of more uſe, 
as I think, to ſhow you not only the Falla- 
Cy, but, pardon the * Fallaciouſ- 
nels of it, Be. 
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"> 3 A Priori. 


1 if you think there is a needleſs 
Repetition in ſuch my Retortions, the 
fault is yours, and not mine. If your Ar- 
gument is in truth but one, however va- 
rious the Colours and Dreſs may be with 
Which it is ſerved up; my Anſwer in the 
main can be but one and the ſame, what- 
ever Shapes and Figures it * be con- 
ſtrained to put on. 

And therefore as every Plea you produce, 
is in reality nothing elſe but a vain and 
fruitleſs Attempt, to ſubſtitute an endleſs 
and wild Progreſſion, inſtead of a Firſt 
Principle, and Original Cauſe, ſtable, per- 
manent, immoveable, and everlaſting ; ſo 
it is my buſineſs to ſhow you, and remind 
my Readers upon every ſuch Turn of yours, 
how ſuch your Favors may be beſt returned ; 


that you may learn to plant your Artillery 


a little better, before you make your Ex- 
ploſions againſt the Citadel of our Faith: 

not only for fear leſt by our frequent Sal- 
lies we may turn your own Cannon upon 


vou; but leſt they ſhould recoil of them- 
elves, as after a few. more Diſlocations, I 


conceive they muſt unavoidably do, and 
till oy have done your buſineſs. 
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of Prior N eceſſity of E wiſtence; as a 


 Propert 14 oy” the Divine N ature. 


ELL, however, 1 think we have 
now done with your ſuppoſed 


Prior Neceſſity of Exiſtence, conſidered as 


the Subſtance, or in reſpect of, or as a part 


of the Subſtance of the Firſt Cauſe and 
. Caufality ; let us hear now what is to be 
ſaid of it, as of a Property. 
| Abſolute Neceſſity of Exiſtence, is not 
an extrinſical, Relative, and accidental 
Denomination; but an inward and eſſen- 


rial Property of the N ature of the Thing, 


which ſo exiſts. 


However, if it be a] Pioperry Eſſential or 


not, it cannot be Prior to the Subſtance 
or Being, in which it inheres: this FOR ac- 
knowledge; and no one can deny. 


To the Objection that an Attribute can- 


not be the Ground, or Reaſon of the Exi- 
ſtence of the Firſt Cauſe; I anſwer, That 
in Stritineſs of Speech, that is, ſtrictly 
ſpeaking, Neceſſity of Exiſtence is not an 


Attribute, in the ſenſe that other Attri- 


outes are properly Attributes. 


But Neceſſity of Exiſtence is an Attri- 


bute ſui Generis, that is, in no ſenſe that 
any other NT: is properly an Attri- 


bute : : 
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bute: But in ſuch a way an Attribute, as 
it is the Ground, or Foundation of the Exi- 
ſtence, both o of the Divine Subſtance, and 
of all the other Attributes. And then, I 
am miſtaken if it be not an Attribute fur 
Ceneris, and ſuch as never was before, and 
never will be again. 
. Zuou are miſtaken ; there are ſeveral 
ſuch like Attributes, and all ſui Generis : 
$ and each of them the Foundation of the 
t Exiſtence of the Divine Being, and of 
d all the Divine Attributes alſo. Why then 
> truly, the Divine Being and Attributes have 
many wonderful Foundations : let us have 


ft them, one by one, and ſee if we can fix 
74 your Meaning in relation to them. 
. Neceſſity is an Attribute ſui Generis, 4s L. 


. it is the Foundation of the Exiſtence of 
the Divine Being, ans of all the Divine 
r Attributes. 


c That is, we muſt not ennie of God 
and Firſt Cauſe, Being, as God ſays of him- 

ſelf, Jam, and then predicate of ſuch Di- 
7 vine Being, that he is neceſſarily exiſting; 
2 as we ſay that God is, and then affirm 


of him afterwards, that he is Wiſe, and 
y Juſt, and Good: For then ſuch Predication 
2 of Neceſſity, would be like the Attribu- 
f- tion of Wiſdom and Juice, and alike 

| poſterior to him. 


1 But we muſt am of God 4 Prien 
t Neceſſt ity, and then, Exiſtence: or ra- 
- —_ we muſt firſt find an antecedent 


: . E 5 Ne- 


A Raven „ . 
Neceſſity ſome where; and from thence de- 
duce the Divine Being and Attributes: 
And ſo make the Neceſſity, not a Proper- 
ty, but the Foundation of the Exiſtence 
of God, and of all the Divine Attributes. 
1 would not have the Reader imagine, 
that there is any great Myſtery, or Matter, 
under theſe two words ſui Generis, as ap- 
plied here. The plain Engliſh of them is 
this. Our Metaphyſician was at a full ſtop, 
and driven to the utmoſt Extremity ; was 
apprehenſive of the Abſurdity of his Poſi- 
tion, under every Name, and cvery Notion 
of it: as his Antecedent Neceſſity can nei- 
ther be Thing, nor Being, nor Mode, nor 
Property, nor Attribute of the Thing, ac- 
_ cording to the true and common Notion of 
an Attribute: and yet to make it a Prin- 
ciple extrinſic to the Thing, would be ſtill 
worſe. What muſt be done then, for 
ſomething muſt be ſaid? Why, it was to 
be called an Attribute ſi Generzs, leſt it 
be thought of no kind. But ſtill it is of no 
kind, as by what hath been ſaid, and what 
is to be offered, will, as I think, fully ap- 
1 
Thus in other Inſtances; Inmenſity 15 
not an Attribute, in the ſenſe that Wif- 
dom, Power, and the ihe are: But it is 
| ſui Generis alſo, « Mode of the Exiſtence 
of the Subſtance of God, and 7 «lr we 
orber Attributes. £9 BF 
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That! is, as before: We muſt not affirm 
of God that he is, or is abſolutely Being 3 
and then predicate of him, that he is Im- 
menſe or Incommenſurable : But we muſt 
find a Prior Immenſity, and from thence 
deduce the Infinite Being, and Incommen- 
ſurable Attributes of God. 

In like manner, Eternity is not an At- L. 
tribute, in the ſenſe other Attributes are; 


but it is, ſai Generis, the Duration of the 


Exiſtence, both of the Divine Subſtance, 


and of all the other Attributes. 


That is, as before: we muſt not firſt a 
Poſteriori find a Divine Being ; and then 
ſay ſuch Being is Eternal: But we muſt an- 
tecedently eſtabliſh an Eternity Prior to 
God and Firſt Cauſe ; and from thence de- 
duce our Eternal Being, and his as Eternal 

Attributes. 
Well, if this be your Meaning then, as 
from your own Demonſtration I gather it 
is; I have only the following Remark 
' thereupon. __ 

I acknowledge that the Neceſſity, Im- 
menſity, Eternity, you ſpeak of, are not 
Attributes, in the ſenſe we take Wiſdom, 
Power, and Goodneſs to be. For, in our 
way & Poſteriori, we have neither ante- 


cedently Divine Power or Wiſdom: we - 


regularly and naturally return to our g 


God, and Firſt Cauſe of all things: and 
then from the Footſteps of that Divine 


Power, and Wiſdom, which we ob ſetve 


E 4 in 


N 
* > 


15 Na raw: of * 


in his Works, we truly „ e his 
Goodneſs, and other Attributes to be paſt 
our Underſtanding; and really Infinite too, 


as far as we have any Notions of Infinity. 


Whereas you come by your Prior Ne- 
ceſſity, Immenſity, Eternity, a much ſhor- 
ter way; you firſt ſuppoſe Neceſſity, Im- 
menſity, Eternity, and from thence de- 
duce what you pleaſe. But then, it is 


but obſerving alſo, that ſuch your Sup- 
poſitions are only ſo many groundleſs, ab- 


ſtract, and impoſſible Poſitions, and your 
Fabric not only totters, but inſtantly falls ; 


to the ground. 
N cceſlity before any thing neceſſarily 


exiſting. Eternity prior to every Being e- 
ternal. Immenſity antecedent to that di- 
vine Being who is infinite alone. Modes, 
Properties, Attributes, not only ſubſiſting 

without, but 2 Priori to the ſeveral Sub- 
jects of their Inherence. Abſurdity beyond 
Tranſubſtantiation. Contradiction to 
Grammar, Philoſophy, Senſe, not to be 
endured. How could a Man of Parts and 

Learning indulge a Wenn ne at 


ſuch a Rate? 1 4 
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CHAP. xvi. 


Attributes abſtractedly may not, comrade: 


ly may be predicated one of an 


Have another Argument, to ſhow L. p. 46. 


that Neceſſity, Immenſity, Eternity 
are Attributes ſui Generis, %o not like o- 
ther Attributes. Pray let us then have it, 
Attributes cannot be predicated one of 
another : Wiſdom, abſtrattedly ſpeaking, 
cannot be ſaid to be Power, nor Power fo 
be Wiſdom. Very true. 


But Immenſity way be 3 of | 


the Divine Nature and of all the Diuine 


Attributes; ſo may Neceſſity, ſo may 
Eternity. That is, it may be ſaid of the 
Being and Attributes of God, that they 


are neceſſarily exiſting, infinite and eternal: 


And God may be ſaid to be infinite in 


Nature, neceſſarily exiſting, immenſe, and 


eternal: But we cannot fay of the Divine 


Wiſdom, abſtractedly, that it is powerful, 
as We may ſay of it that it is neceſſarily ex- 
iſting: Becauſe ye do not ſee the ſame in- 
diſpenſable Connection, between abſtract 


Wiſdom, and abſtract Power, that we do 
between the Divine Being abſtractedly con- 


ſidered, and its 5 = REO 
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Neither can we ſay of the A al- 
ternately, that Goodneſs is Wiſdom, or 
uſtice is Power, as we- may ſay of each 
of them, that Wiſdom is immenſe ; Juſ- 
tice is neceſlary : Power is cternal: as you 
ſuppoſe. | 
Therefore Neceſlity, Immenſity, Eter- 
nity are not like the Divine Attributes of 
Wiſdom, Power, and Goodneſs : Becauſc 
Wiſdom, Power, and Goodneſs cannot 
abſtractedly be predicated. one of another; 
as Neceſſity, Eternity, Immenſity may be 
affirmed of each of the Divine Attributes 
reſpectively, and of all of them together. 
But I pray, may Neceſſity, Eternity, 
= Immenſity be abſtractedly predicated of 
the Divine Being and Attributes? I thought 
to conſider the Divine Being abftrattedly ; 
to contemplate the Divine Goodneſs, Jul- 
_ tice, Wiſdom, ec. abſtractly, was to view 
them by themſelves, and without Predica- 
tion. Or elſe there is no meaning in 
Words, or Senſe in any ſuch Ones! 
Term, or Diſtinct ion 
I mean, that the De Bei and 
each of the Divine Attributes, 25 as 
Wiſdom, Power, and Gapaneſs, may be 
ſaid to be infinite, immenſe, eternal, whilſt 
_ they are conſidered by themfeFues, as thus. 
The Divine Being without other Attri- 
bute may be ſaid to be neceſſarily exiſtent : 
The Divine Goodneſs abſtrattly, or by 
zſelf, to be immenſe ; the Divine Power, 
85 — ro be eternal. Bur 


"Re ' the Argument A Priori. 
But then! is not this to make the Divine 


Power, c. your Subject, and then to 
predicate ſomething of it, as in this Caſe 
a modal Neceſſity of Exiſtence? Is not 


this to treat the Divine Wiſdom, and Good- 
neſs, as ſo many Subjects, and then to pre- 


dicate ſomething of them, as Neceſſity, E- 
ternity, Infinity ? For my part, I think it is. 
And then thus to build a new Predication 
upon Attributes which have no Subject of 
Inherence, themſelves : Infinity upon ab- 
ſtract Wiſdom : Eternity upon abſtra& 
Goodneſs : Immenſity upon abſtra& Juſ- 
tice, is only, in my Mind, to add one 
thing. which has no Baſis, upon another 
that is without a Foundation. For Wiſ⸗ 


dom, Power, and Juſtice never exiſt ab- 
ſtractly, but concretely, in a Being wiſe, _ 
powerful, and good: and to ſay that the 


Attributes are immenſe or eternal, in ſuch 


a Being, is only to determine the Mode of 
their Exiſtence in ſuch a Being. 


And then if we come, thus to corfider | 


even the Divine Attributes themſelves, in 


ſuch their Concretions with the Divine Be- 
ing, they may very truly and juſtly be pre- 
dicated one of another, contrary. to your 


Aſſertion. For tho Wiſdom, Power, and 
Goodneſs, abſtractedly conſidered, and apart 


by themſelves, can no more be predicated 
one of another, than any one thing elſe 


can of another; tho we cannot ſay, that 
in ſuch — ** is Power, or. Juſ- 


tice 
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tie Goodneſ any more Ws we can 

ſay that Wiſdom is in itſelf neceſſary, or 

Power by itſelf eternal: yet of our Good 

God we may and ought to ſay, (that is, of 

the Divine Being, and ſuch its Concre- 

tions) that he is an infinitely wiſe, good, 

and powerful Being ; that his Wiſdom: is 

_  - good, and his Power juſt ; and that as 

bs truely as we affirm of him, and his Divine 

Attributes, that they are infinite, or he is 

eternal : And therefore Neceſlity, Immen- 

ſity, Eternity, are not Attributes ſui Ge- 

neris, on account of their Non-predica- 

tion one of the other; but Modes of the 

Exiſtence of the Divine Being and Attri- 

butes, and as perfect Modes as any other 

nie, organ be. 

D. p. 1. An abſolute Neceſſ ity is that, the con- 

trary of which implies a Contradiction. 

With all my heart; make the Limits and 

Bounds/of your Neceſſity as ftrait as you 

pleaſe, you will confine yourſelf alone 

thereby. Only give me leave to remind 

you, that if nothing is neceſſary, nothing 

demonſtrably ſo, the contrary to which 

does not imply a Contradiction, there are 

but few things you can ſo demonſtrate, as 

to drive to nnen w_ eee 
you own way. | 15 

b. p16. The Relation e Hence 9 and 

" four, is 4 Relation abſolutely neceſſary, be- 

cauſe it is immediate Contradiction = op 

io twice 7wo Foe? N 1 
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Ws.” true, now that twice two and four 
: mung; are really and actually exiſting : But 
before the Creation, when twice two and 
four things were not actually exiſting, © it 
was only an ideal Equality or Relation, if 
ſo much. Make out now therefore thus, 
what you pleaſe, or can, of your Equality, 

Or Relation abſolutely neceſſary. | 
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CHAP. XVII. 


07 the Eternity of God; and the Proper 
Proofs W t. 


HE Eternity of God can no other 


way be Nau than by conſidering 
A Priori the Nature ＋ a Self rage 

Cauſe. 
I think in this you are miſtaken. There is 
nothing in Reaſon more demonſtrable than 
this, that ſomething there has, and muſt 
have been from Eternity. And then that 
ſuch eternal Something is our God, and 
intelligent firſt Cauſe: the Fountain of all 
Being, and the Author of all Power; is in 
Reaſon ſo perfectly probable: and from 
Revelation ſo clear and undeniable; that 

I cannot help being ſomewhat aſtoniſhed 
to hear you ſay, that the Eternity of God 
muſt be proved from neceſſary Exiſtence ; 


and that becuule it oy no > other way be 
Evinced. | | 
And 


5 
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| And pray, what is it to the 9 

whether the Eternity of God can be made 

out any other way than yours or not! 

. We are not enquiring now what other 

Ways, or by what other Mediums the E- 
ternity of God may, or may not be proved; 
but whether it can be proved in the Me- 

thod you have choſen of arguing a Priori 

or not! This Plea therefore is wide and 
foreign, and rather ſhifting than proving : 

unleſs your Deſign be to plead the Conve- 

niency or Uſefulneſs .of a Method, or 

Proof, which cannot be ſhown to be a pro- 

per Method, or juſt Proof. And then if 

this be your Drift or Deſign, give me leave 


venient nor uſeful: but on the contrary 


of the Eternity of God, upon Premiſſes 
not only weak, but palpably abſurd. 
If our Arguments before were in any 
reſpect defective, (tho upon this Head 1 
cCannot allow that they were dip the leaſt ſo) 


their ſtead and place, we ſhould be con- 
tented, and make the beſt Uſe we could of 
them. Our Proofs, conſidered as rational, 
are good moral and reaſonable Proofs, and 
L. p.3i. ſuch as you yourſelf * allow ; and if we call 
3%* in Scriptureto'their aid, will be ſo ſtceled 
and confitmed thereby, as not to be reſiſted. 
And ſince under the Article of the Di- 


_ 


to acquaint you that it can neither be con- 


dangerous and. prejudicial to reſt the Proof 


yet, methinks, rather than call in worſe in 


f vine Vu e are I to e to 


WW be ud A Priori. 
the Authority of St. Paul in a Caſe, where 
you imagine, thro' a Miſtake, that he 
ſpeaks to your Purpoſe; give me leave to 
cite the ſame Chapter, andthe ſame Words 
very nearly, to put this whole matter be- 
- yond Diſpute. 
© The inviſtble things of him (God) are a 
clearly ſeen, being underſtood by the things 10. 
that are made, even his eternal Power © 
and Godhead ; fo that they are without 
Excuſe — B ecuuſe that when they knew 
God, they glorified him not as God. The 
Declaration of the Apoſtle here is expreſs, 
that the Eternity and Godhead (that is, the 
Divinity, and Divine Attributes of God) 
may be underſtood ; may be clearly ſeen ; 
are known; and that to ſuch a degree, as 
to leave Atheiſts without Excuſe. How 
came you therefore to ſay, that the Eter- 
nity of God could not be evinced from the 
Works of his Divine Creation and Provi- 
dence? how could you find in your heart 
to affirm, that ſuch his Eternity could no 
other way be proved, than from neceſſary 
Exiſtence? If when you was upon the 
Point of Metaphyſical Proof, the Authority 
of Scripture was not to be called in; yet, 
methinks, when you are laying about you 
in your Philoſophical Mood, you ſhould 
take care your Poſitions do not interfere 
with Scripture ; or elſe, whatever you 


j 


may, be of a Metaphyſician, you arc, and 
can be but a wretched Divine, Whenever | 
you 


MEE 
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you goto 3 again then, do ME: n 
to mend Scripture-Declarations, by your 
Metaphyſical Reaſonings; but ſet your 


fancied Reaſons right, by the open Decla- 
rations of Scripture; and then you will 
have no Trouble from us; neither will you 


be entangled, or caught in, and by your 


own Propoſitions. 
And give me leave to tell you alſo, 
that there is the leſs reaſon for laying ſo 


much ſtreſs upon either the Neceſſity or 


Expediency of arguing & Priori, ( was 
there either Senſe or Reaſon in it) becauſe 
ſuch pretended Argument has appeared 


very late, (it may be firſt in the time of ; the 


Schoolmen) has never met with any gene- 


ral Reception among the Learned; and is, 
and muſt be utterly unknown to the Vul- 


gar. If it be entirely given up, the Loſs 


will not be, and cannot appear conſidera- 


ble; ſince the World has gone on, and Re- 
ligion has proſpered for many Ages with- 
out any the leaſt Aſſiſtance from it; and 
the Atheiſts of the preſent Time are not ſo 
formidable, but that the ſame Artillery 
which routed their Predeceſſors, may ” 
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. XV 
Of the Temporary Phenomena of Nature: 
27 Conceſſions with, or without Reaſon. | 


HE 1 Phænomena of Na- 
ture prove demonſtrably a Poſteriori, 


ower and Wiſdom ſufficient to produce 
_ But ON ſuch Firſt Cau 7 e has ex- 
iſted from, and A exiſt to all Eternity, 
cannot be proved by thoſe {Temporary Phe. 


I not from the Temporary Phænomena 


. themſelves, yet I think they may, from 


ſuch rational Concluſions, as have been, 
and may be erected thereon. However, I 


think you ſhould have diſproyed what hath 


been offered upon this Head hy others al- 
ready, before you came to ſuch your round 
Aſſertion. 

And beſides, ſhould. the Arguments. 
drawn from the Phznomena, or Appearan- 


ces in Nature, prove as defective as you 


ſay, tho I think it is under your Manage- 
ment alone that they are ſo; you know we 


never offer our Arguments in point of Ræa- 
ſon, but as they are ſupplied, and to be 


made good from Revelation: and ſurely. 
under ſuch comprehenſive View, yqu will 
not, ſay that they are either ne, or de: 
ee? 1155 | 
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Beſides I obſerve, that you "TIA fel ar- 
gue 4 Poſterior; under your ſecond Propo- 


ſition, D. p. 11. for the abſolute Eternity 


of the Firſt Cauſc, infinitely before any 


| Temporal Phenomena : And you have 
permitted that Poſterior Proof to ſtand a. 
mong your A Ceo in the laſt Edi- 


tion. 

I cannot but obſerve 40 that under 
your third Propoſition, p.15. you have 
another Argument for the ſame thing, 
drawn from our Ideas of Erernity, which 
is Argument 2 Poſteriori, as our Ideas are 
poſterior to Eternity. Now both theſe are 


diſtinct and different from your third Ar- 


gument, p. 3 8, 39. which proceeds 4 Pri- 
ori, and Our” mt of e kind, for the 
—— | 

But not to inf t enger upon my Atgu- 
ments ad Hominem, tho' it is thus plain 
that you your ſelf are the Man; give me 


leave to remind you again, that I am not 


now concerned to enquire, how far the 


uſual Arguments 4 Poſteriori are demon- 


ſtrative, or whether they are demonſtrative 
or not? Suppoſe none of them are ſo, 
does it therefore follow, that the Argu- 
ment a Priori is either the firmer, or the 
ſtronger? Will the Defects of other Ar- 
guments either heal the Flaws of that, or 
leſſen its Abſurdities? Not that I think the 
Defects of them, are in any one Reſpect, 
lach as you ſuppoſe chem to be. 
t wal 


7 KB * Priori. 


1 * they will, they are not perti- 
nently urged here, nor are they at all to 
the purpole. As to the Proofs of the E- 


ternity of God 4 parte ante, I have alrea- 


dy intimated, that they were ſufficiently 
full before you meddled or made with 


them; and, as ſuch, may be ſeen in many 


Treatiſes ſufficiently known. As to an 
Eternity 4 parte poſt, (or in Futurity, hu- 


manly ſpeaking ;) no rational Man can poſ- 


ſibly doubt, but that. what has already en- 
dured infinitely, is in it ſelf infinitely du- 
rable, and will endure to Everlaſting. 
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© H A gs XIX. 
> Of Antecedent E xiſtence. 


— IS 


2 the Firſt Cauſe exiſts abſolutely 
without any Ground or Reaſon of its 


: it might in times paſt as ab- 


ſolutely have not exiſted without Reaſon. 
Here We have the wretched Paralogiſm, 
and apparent Abſurdity of arguing from 


the Creature to the Creator, which Men 


are not always ſo perfectly aware of, as 
they ſhould be; tho' when it is diſplay'd, 


the palpable Weakneſs of it is ever con- 


felt, and cannot indeed be denied. 
It is acknowledged on all hands, that 

there were Initial; that there were Final 

bas for the Creation of all things, that 
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were made: It is granted alſo, his there 
are preſent and immediate Cauſes of their 
Preſervation ; as they would never elſe 
have been made; and would not at this 
time, otherwiſe, be preſerved, by a Being 
of infinite Intelligence, and Wiſdom. 

But if the Works of Creation and Pro- 
vidence are thus, and cver haye been de- 
pendent on the Wiſdom, as well as Good- 
neſs of God: does it therefore follow that 
the Being and Preſervation of the Firſt 
Cauſe and Cauſality, muſt have been ſub- 
ject to a prior Foreſight, and be now in ſub- 
ordination to prudential Conſiderations? | 
Moſt certainly, no Perſon can ſo conceive, 
you cannot upon Recollection your ſelf ſo 
imagine. 

But however let us ſuppoſe for a while, 
that there was ſome ſuch Prior Cauſe, or 
more properly Motives, for the Exiſtence 
of the Firſt Cauſe or God; and that ſuch 
Was a Prior Cauſe and Antecedent Neceſ- 
ſity. What Neceſſity is it then: What 
muſt it be? Is it abſolute, or dependent 
it (elf? Does it come it ſelf from ſome- 
thingPrior? In what Confuſion then ſhall 
weend? 

Does it.come it ſelf then from no Prior 
Neceſlity? Then it is the Abſolute and 
Firſt Cauſe we would be at: where we 
muſt alſo ſtop, as we are content. And 
there alſo you muſt reſt your ſelf, or elſe 

80 on in a with your Progreſſi on: 
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and till even your beſt Friends, as I appre- 


hend, will be Weary of accompanying you 


therein. 


2. And then as ſuch Miſtakes ſeldom go 


alone; we may here ſee the Fruits of con- 
founding Phyſical and Logical Neceſſity: 


Phyſical and Logical Reaſon. 
We ſay that there was no Phyſical Rea- 


ſon, nothing in Nature Prior to God the 


Firſt Cauſe and Cauſality: Becauſe there 
was neither Reaſon, nor Nature antecedent 
to him: and becauſe it is a flat Contradic- 


tion in Terms to ſuppoſe there ſhould be. 
But do we therefore ſay, that we are not 
able to give a Reaſon, (according to the 


ſtricteſt Rules of Logic or Metaphyſics, 


why ſomething, ſome Firſt Cauſe, or God 
muſt have exiſted from Eternity: and ra- 
ther than nothing? No ſurely. For ſuch 
our Logical and Metaphyſical Reaſons are 
in Print: and to be ſeen in every Book, 


which treats of the Being of a God, to 
this very day. 5 
What therefore is the Meaning of theſe 


Words: If you ſuppoſe Firſt Cauſe, or 
“God, to exiſt without previous Phyſical 


e Reaſon, you may as well without Logt- 
ce cal Reaſon conclude him not to exiſt 


« now?” Why there is no Meaning in 
them, unleſs Phyſical and Logical Reaſon 
be firſt confounded, and then the Reſult 
is this, and a pleaſant one it is too. If 
there be no Phyſical Reaſon, or Ground in 


1 Nature, 


69 


4 REVIEW * 
Nature, Prior to the Being af a God, y 


then can we have no Reaſon in Argumen- 


tation to prove that there is a God. 

But do we not then with Reaſon, with 
Logical, and Metaphyſical Reaſon main- 
tain that ſomething has exiſted from Eter- 
nity, as Firſt Cauſe and Cauſality? Do we 
not evidently conclude from Reaſon; and 
prove from Scripture, that ſuch Firſt Cauſe 
and Cauſality is our Good God alone? 
That tho Phyſically there can be nothing 


Prior to him, yet antecedently to our Con- 
_ cluſions for his Being and Attributes, there 


js Cauſe and Neceſlity to infer ſuch his 
Exiſtence; as preſent Things are in the 


Premiſſes, and paſt and future reſpectively 


in our Conſequences? 

And do not Atheiſts, contrary to all Me- 
taphyſical Senſe, and Logical Reaſon, main- 
tain, that Nothing has been; or that not 
any one thing may be ſuppoſed not to 


have been, from all Eternity? 


Whilſt therefore we do not wing without 


Metaphyſical Senſe, and Logical Reaſon, 
believe and maintain that God exiſts: may 


others equally, whilſt abſurdly and irra- 
tionally, conclude againſt the Exiſtence of 
the Divine Being and Attributes? No cer- 
tainly: no Man will ſo conceive. You 
cannot upon Recollection Row „ 151 of 
rod ſuch Opinion. eee 
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Of Future Exiſtence. 15 


EF the firſt Cauſe exiſts 3 Rea- L. p. 2 


ſon, it may as well in Times to come 
ceaſe io exiſt. lanſwer: i514 

Firſt Cauſe or God exiſts without 3 
previous Phyſical Cauſe, but he cannot 
ceaſe to be without ſubſequent Phyſical 
Cauſe, and the Reaſon is plain; becauſe no 
Thing once in Being, will ever ceaſe to ex- 
iſt, unleſs conſtrained by ſome other ſupe- 
rior and oyer-ruling Cauſe ſo to do. 
Can it be proved that the firſt Cauſe of I. 
all things will exiſt to-morrow £ Not de- 
monſtratively proved; but ſo probably 
may it be made out from Reaſon, ſo ſatis- 
factorily from Revelation, that no Man of 
Senſe can poſſibly doubt of it. 

Well then, why do you conclude that 
ſomething will exiſt to-morrow ? 1. Be- 
cauſe what has hitherto exiſted, and with- 
out Beginning, is in its own Nature, and 

muſt be infinitely durable. 2. Becauſe 
that which exiſts independently muſt ever 

exiſt; as it will not deſtroy itſelf, and can- 
not be annihilated by any thing elſdGQQ. 
hs do you conclude that God exiſts in- 
dependently ? Becauſe he exiſted when no- 
thing elſe was: Becauſe he gave N to 
| F 4 eee 
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all things elle, and received his Being 6 from 
none. 


How gather you that he gave Being to 


all things but himſelf ? Becauſe every 


thing is finite and limited but himſelf. 
Might not a finite thing limit itſelf ? 


An infenſible Being could not : An intelli- 
gent Being would not reſtrain Phyſically or 


confine itſelf, | 
Are theſe all the Jeans you have for 


einde , that any thing, or that God 


will exiſt to-morrow £2. I think theſe are 


ſufficient ; Bur my Sheet-Anchot is depen- 
dent on Scripture, therein I am taught, 
that God is abſolute Being, and that hu- 
manly ſpeaking, he is, he was, and will 
be everlaſtingly to come; there is my Po- 
lar Star, and thoſe alone are my never fail- 
ing and infallible Charts. 


Do you not miſtake the matter, Man? 


Scripture with Metaphyſics ! No, Sir, it is 


you that miſtook the matter, when you 
truſted too much to your Metaphyſics, that 


is, did lean too much on your own Reaſo- 
nings, and had not Recourſe, and did not 


make the Word of God your laſt Reſort, 
as you ought-to have done. 
If the Future Exiſtence even of God 


cannot be proved but from the Neceſſity of 
hi Exiſtence, What then? why if you 
mean by 4 Prior Neceſſity, it cannot be 
I rte at all: If you 1 but 15 a Coc- 


val, 
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val, or Subſequent Neceſſity, ſuch is no- 
thing to your Point or Purpoſe. 

When Atheiſts affirm that the material r. L. 
Univerſe was Eternal, and without any 
Ground, or Reaſon of its Exiſtence, can 
they be confuted by him who aſſerts, that 
God was without Prior Cauſe f Mot aſ- 
ſuredly. 

1. Becauſe tho' we ſuppoſe God to be 
withour Prior Phyſical Cauſe, we do not 
conclude for his Exiſtence without good Lo- 
gical Cauſe or Reaſon. 

2. Becauſe Atheiſts ſuppoſe a material 
Univerſe, or Infinity of corporeal Matter 
without Reaſon : For their infinite Matter 
is abſtract Idea only; infinite, formal, cor- 
poreal Subſtance is Contradiction. And 
you know who it is that hath aſſured us, 
That what exiſts originally and neceſſarily, D- 
cannot be either finite, or moveable, or at 
any time capable of any Alterations, Lt- 
mitations, Variations, Inequalities, or 
Diverſifications whatſoever, either in 
whole, or in part; from itſelf, or any o- 
ther. 

But to ſhow you once more the Sophiſ- 
try of all you have ſaid under this Article, 
give me leave, as I have before done more 
than once, to return your own Argument to 
you, that you may ſee how it recoils up- 


on your own Hypotheſis. I can't but 


think it is a Crambe very proper for your- 
ſelf z and tho' perhaps not e to the 


A 
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N may be not the leſs expedient or 
neceſſary. | 
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ce If your e Neceſſi ity exiſts ab- 

ſolutely, without any Ground or Rea- 
ſon of its Exiſtence, it might in Times 
paſt without any Reaſon not have 


exiſted; and may as poſſibly in Times 
to come ceaſe to exiſt, without any 


Reaſon. Can it be proved a Poſteriori, 
that ſuch your Prior Neceſſity will exiſt 
to-morrow ? or can it be proved any 
otherwiſe, but by ſhowing, that another 
preceding Neceſlity, is a certain Ground 


of its future, as well as of its preſent Ex- 


iſtence! And if ſo, then the Ground or 
Reaſon, upon which ſuch Antecedent 
Neceſſity now does, and hereafter will, 
and cannot but exiſt, is the very ſame 


Ground and Reaſon, upon which it al- 
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ways did exiſt; and conſequently it can- 
not be with any Truth affirmed, that the 
Prior Neceſlity, hath. not another ante- 
ceding, and the Ground and Reaſon of 
its Exiſtence”. Thus we may go. on, 


moſt ingeniouſly, without Check or Con- 


troul in Infinitum, or everlaſtingly; and 
never more gain Sight of a firſt Cauſe, af- 


| ter we have left and loſt the true one. 


What you add here about the Exiſtence 


of God in Space and Time, is ſufficiently 
unphilofophical, A We nne no room here 


nagar erg 7 
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CHAP. IT 


0 the Ommipreſeuce of God : 0 f our 
e of it, e ne n, 


1 ure. 


N likes manner the lade Immonſb- 

ty, or Omnipre ſence of God, can no o. 
therwiſe be proved, than by conſidering 
a Priori the Nature of a neceſſary and ſelf 
exiſtent Cauſe. If the firſt Cauſe exiſts 
abſolutely without any Ground, or Reaſon 
of its Exiſtence, it might as poſſibly be ff 
nite as infinite: It We poſh viy be limi. 

ted as immenſe. _- 

Can the Immenſity or O een! of 
the firſ® Cauſe be proved any other way, 
than by yrs jo that Neceſſity of Exiſ- 
tence is capable of no Limitation : But 
| muſt for the ſame Reaſon be immenſe or om. 
u e. that it is exiſtent ? 

In theſe remarkable Words, which con- 
rain not- only all you have to offer, con- 
cerning the Immenſiry and Omnipreſence 
of God, but well nigh every thing which 
looks like Reaſon, in-your Argument 4 
Priori, chere are, as 1 take it, theſe two 
Amen. iat 
T. Tha the immenſiy and poſith tive Om- 
niprefs nce of God is demonſtrable from 
n of Reaſon. 2. That the Rational 
De- 
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Demonſtrations thereof ariſe from the Con- 
templation of the Nature of a neceſſary and 
| ſelf-exiſtent Cauſe: in Oppoſition to both 
which I maintain, that the Notion of a po- 
ſitive Infinity or Omnipreſence cannot be 
demonſtrated from Principles of Reaſon ; | 
to come to a Deciſion in which Point, let 
us conſider, 

1. Such Attribute negatively, as Im- 
menſity or Incommenſurability; it is plain 
then, it is no more than the Negation of 
all Limits and Circumſcription. 5 

2. Let us conſider how we come by it; 
and do we not Remotione Finium, and in 
the way of Abſtraction? Now if we re- 
move Limits from any thing, as from cor- 
real Subſtance in the way "of Abſtraction, 
and call it infinite Matter, when we have 
ſo done; does it follow from ſuch our Ab- 
Rraftions, or ſuch the poſſible Operation 
of our Minds, that any fuch ſuppoſed ab- 
ſtrat infinite Matter is actually exiſting ? I 
think not. And if it does not, if no ſuch 
Reality neceſſarily follows from our men- 
tal Abſtractions, then neither can our men- 
tal Remotion of Circumſcription from any 
other Being, prove that he is either actually 
knn or immenſe. 

2. When we have formed ſuch our Idea 
of 3 a poſitive Infinity or Immenſity, if we can 
form any ſuch Idea, tho I humbly conceive 
we cannot: What is there in Rerum Na- 
tura we know of, to tally with it? Can 
: : „„ we 


= prove that there is any | Being rene 
infinite, and actually exiſting, and from 

Principles of Reaſon? I doubt not. For 

as we neither have, nor can poſlibly have 
any Idea of a poſitive Infinity, if you can 

prove ſuch your poſitive Infinity from 
Principles of Reaſon, and without an 
Idea of it; you will be beforchand 
with all Mankind therein: and the more 
ſo too, becauſe all our Ideas being fi- 
nite and circumſcriptive, we perceive no- 
thing but in the way of limited and finite 
Conceptions; which lead us, of themſelves, 
rather to conclude that there is nothing in- 
finite, than that ſomething is. And as 
many Men have actually been of that O- 
pinion, was their Criterion right; were 
our Ideas and Imaginations the Meaſure of 
the Exiſtence of things, ſuch Perſons could 
not be ſo readily and caſily, as they are 
now, confuted. 

But as our Imaginations and Conce| 
tions are not the Meaſure of Exiſtence, 
the Argument from our Ideas proves only, 

and that it does infallibly evince, that we 

neither have, nor poſlibly can have any Idea 
of a Being metaphyſically infinite; and that 
as to our own Knowledge, none ſuch there 
is. And that therefore if there is any ſuch 

Being, and cogniſable to us, he can only 

de ſo from Revelation. 

Again, let us take this Attribute zofitive- 
| Iy,asthe Preſence of a Being metaphyſically 


every 
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every 1 and will Reaſon eff:ually 
prove to us, that there is ſuch'a Being ag 


ally exiſting? I doubt not. For. Preſence 


and Ubiquity are neither neceſſarily con- 
nected in Idea, nor in Fact. And yet, 


if not in Fact alone, it would be to no 


Purpoſe for us to Pk them in Imagination 
together. 

rell, but we are uſed to talk about, 
and believe in an inſinite and omnipreſent 


Being, and what is it then en, we intend 


, 7 

We 8 ch. he 8 Wil 
rea and Attributes of our great Creator, 
are paſt human Comprehenſion; and that 


55 they are, and muſt be lo, Wants, as I con- 


ceive, no Proof. 

2. We ſuppoſe and believe a, chat 
they are paſt the Underſtanding of any fi- 
nite Creature. For as there is no queſtion 
but the great Creator i is immenſely ſuperior 
to any of his Creatures; ſo it is highly im- 


probable; that they who partake only of 


his Fulneſs in a proper meaſure, ſhould be 
able to comprehend the whole of it. 
$3 Obſerving, that the Infinity: of God 


is ſet forth in Scripture without Limitation 


and Exception, we receive it alſo without 
Bounds or Reſtriction; and thus it is, that 
both Reaſon and Scripture aſſure us, that 
God is preſent to all his Works and every 
where: if your Metaphyſics carry you high: 
er, or you are aupoted to be travelling _ 

ther 


wor wt © 


the . A Priork:* | 


ther without your Guides, the way indeed 


is open in Imagination, . but you muſt pro- 


ceed by yourſelf. 
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other Way be proved, than by conſi- 
4 a Priori the Nature of aN. eceſſe ary 


elf-exiſtent Cauſe. 


Admitting, that it can no otherwiſe be 


proved, how doth it follow, that it can be 
proved in your way ? or if your Argument 
is in itſelf not concluſive, how can it be a- 
mended, or made good this way? you may 
ſo make an Inroad upon us indeed, but 
never gain your Point : This is therefore: 


all wide of the Mark, and' foreign to the | 


Purpoſe in hand. 
Can the Omnipreſence of God be poſit 75ve-L, 


H proved any other way, than by ſhowing - 


" * 


that Neceſſity of Exiſtence is N of 
uo Limitation £ 


Ab: Metaphyſical Omnipreſence can be 
proved no way in point of Reaſon; neither 
can it in the leaſt be derived from any an- 


teceding Neceſſity, unleſs you could prove 


a Priori (and fo farther on ſtill) that there 


is a Neceſſity Prior to, "a Cauſal of ſuch 


Omnipreſence. 
How ! 
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muſt it? 
_ "Becauſe that which is neceſſarily exiſt 
tent in one Place, muſt be as neceſſarily ex- 
iſtent in another. 

I think not; and if I am not miſtaken, 
you have two things here to prove meta- 
phyſically. 1. A Priori, that your neceſ- 
farily exiſtent Being is ſomewhere. 2. If 
ſomewhere, that he muſt be every where. 

Tf the firſt Cauſe exiſts abſolutely, and 
without (prior) Cauſe, it might as well 

be finite as infinite, limited as immenſe. 
Here you are returning to your old 
way of Reaſoning again; and therefore 
give me leave to obſerve once more there- 
upon, how perfectly it confutes you; and 
runs you up to Fluctuation and Uncertain- 
ty. It is but retorting your own Words 
upon you, and the Fact will inſtantly ap- 
For if your ſuppoſed antecedent Neceſſi- 
ty has no Ground, Reaſon, or Foundation 
to reſt upon, it may as poſſibly be finite as 
infinite, it may as poſſibly be limited as 
zmmenſe, it may as poſlibly be unoperative 
as operating, it may as poſſibly be various 
as uni form, it may as poſſibly in other Pla- 
ces, without any Reaſon, not operate nor 
exiſt ; as it docs without any Reaſon exiſt 
4 PMI 53 O 
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or operate in thoſe Places, from whence 
we have Phenomena and Appearances. 
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Pleaſe to account for theſe things in 


your Scheme, and we ſhall be under no 


Difficulty as to them with reſpe@ to any 
other. In the mean time, ſuch your Pri- 


or Immenſity ſeems to be but ill ſuppor- 


ted by an Antecedent Neceſſity, which 
wants itſelf another Support, and ſo on 
for ever. 

The finite * Nature prove L 
there is a Being ower and Wiſ- 
dom fu ficient fo 3. them; but that 
ſuch Author is infinite, cannot be proved 
from finite Phenomena. 

Then I think your Metaphyſical Re- 
veries have brought you to a fine paſs. As 
to ourſelves, as we acknowledge no Diſ- 
tinction, but that between Creator and 


Creature; we have given you our Reaſons 
already, why we believe the Wiſdom, 


Power and Goodneſs of our God to be re- 


ally infinite, that is, ſurpaſſing: the Com- 
prehenſion of any finite Creature; and as 


for other, or your fanciful Infinity, we nei- 
ther have, nor will have any Concern | 
with it. | 
The Creator o FA this World may as 22 L 
fy not be in thoſe boundleſs Spaces. 
\I.have given my Reaſons already why 
1 think. that neither corporeal Subſtance, 


nor any fancied Space can be boundleſs, 


. think verily 1 Reader A * 


LY 


A Review a. | 
me now, from producing any to manifeſt, 
that if there was one boundleſs. * 
there could not be more than one. 

And then as to ſuch boundleſs I 
Spaces, with regard to which as you own 
yourſelf we have no Phznomena ; pray 
how do you know, or came you to know 
that there are any ſuch? And if you do 


not know (and without Phænomena moſt 


certainly cannot prove) that there are any 
» ſuch, to enter into an impertinent Enqui- 
ry whether God the Creator is preſent 
in, and to them or not, is certainly one of 


the moſt I Diſquiſitions that was ever 
ſtarted. 


* 
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CHAP. XXIII. 


0 the Divine Unity from Neceſſary 
£ xiſftence, and from S a as 


HE 9 of God can no other 
| way be demonſtrated than by con- 
ng à Priori the Nature of a Self ex- 
#/tent Cauſe ; that there is and cannot be 
but one ſuch Firſt Cauſe, is capable of 
: ftritt Demonſtration, including the Ar- 
gumeni 4 Priori. 

If any ſober- minded Man ic perſuaded 
te can find a Flaw in ſuch Dei mien 
AI (bould be thankful to him to ſhow 


ſeeriori. 


how the Unity of C 0d can be * : 


; 
ö 
\ 
J 


ther the Divine 
way, not ours. Our Arguments 4 Poſte- 
riori are in every Man's hands; I dare ſay 


5 hr Argament- A Priori. 
If the Divine Unity is no otherwiſe to 


be proved than à Priori, I think you was 
mightily to blame to perform no better 
when you was about it. As to the Flaws 


in your Demonſtration, tho' you ſeem 


here pretty ſecure there are none, that 
may not perhaps appear ſo clear a Point, 
ſhould it ever be neceſſary or proper to 


make a farther Enquiry into them. 
And then, tho you ſay you ſhould be 
thankful if any ſober-minded Man would 


undertake to prove the Divine Unity 2 
Poſteriori, give me leave to acquaint you 


that ſuch your Requeſt is nothing to the 
Purpoſe ; the _ being now, whe- 
nity is to be proyed your 


you will not expect now that I ſhould - 


produce better, and I will leave you and 
others to gueſs at the Reaſon, if you pleaſe, 


Why I offer none at this time. 
And beſides you know very well, that 


we never bring forth our Arguments from 


Reaſon alone, upon this or any other Arti- 


cle of our Faith; and as Scripture Declara- 
tions are full and abundant on this Head, 


ſhould there be any Defects in our Argu- 


ments in point of Reaſon, we have the leſs 
_ Cauſe to be concern'd, becauſe they are 

ſo amply therein, and ſatisfactorily ſup- 
_ plyd. Hear, O en, 12 Lord 5 God 
Ke 7. 
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If a Meraphyſs cal Unity was not a 


Principle of natural Religion 
It is ſtrange, methinks, that you ſhould 


ſo ſoon forget what you ſaid before, and 
in Words immediately preceding; name- 


ly, that the Divine Unity could no way be 
proved from a Contemplation of Nature. 


Will it not therefore ſeem ſtrange to im- 


partial Perſons to hear you aſſert in one 


Breath, that the Divine Unity cannot be 
proved from a Contemplation of Nature; 
and in the next, that it is yet a pofitive 


Branch and the main Article of natural Re- 
ligion ? Theſe things I can by no means re- 


Tf a Metaphyſh cal Unity of che Divine 
Nature was not a Principle of natural - 
Religion, St. Paul would not have blamed © 


the Heathens as inexcuſable, in that they 


aid not like to retain God in their Hearts, 


and that when they knew God they 9 


fied him not as God. 
St. Paul is not in that Paſſage treating 


of a firict or Metaphyſical Unity, or of 
the Divine Unity at all, as any Commen- 
tator will, and a bare Inſpection of the 
Words may ſufficiently aſſure us; but be- 
cauſe every Perſon into whoſe hands theſe 
Strictures may fall, may not have a Com- 
ment at hand, or be diſpoſed to leave what 


he is about and look for his Satisfaction 


elſewhere, I will ſet down the Words 


here, and ſuch Remarks upon them as may 


put this Matter 9 debate. The 
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| The Wrath of God is revealed from Nom. 1. 


Heaven againſt all Ungodlineſs and Un- 


righteouſneſs of Men, who hold the Truth 


in Unrighteouſneſs : who hold the true 
Worſhip of God. together with many un- 
righteous and ungodly Practices. 
Becauſe that when they knew God, they 
glorified him not as God — Profeſſmng 
themſelves wiſe, they became Fools, and 


changed the Glory of the uncorruptible 


| God into an Image made like unto corrup- 
tible Man, and to Birds and four-footed 


Beaſts and Creeping Thing s-. ub chang- 
ed the Truth of God into a Lye, and wor- 


ſhipped and ſerved the Creature more than 


. the Creator, whois bleſſed for ever, Amen. 
... Therefore God gave them up unto vile 


 Afﬀet#tions. Hercupon I obſerve, _ 

1. That the Crimes here charged upon 
the Romans and other Heathens are theſe 
three. 1. That they changed the Truth 
of God into a Lye, that is, worſhipped 
falſe Gods and Idols, which were no Gods, 


which had Eyes and ſee not, Ears and Pf 113. 


hear not, as they are clegantly ſet forth 


by the Pſalmiſt, and ſarcaſtically inſulted If. 


by the Prophets. Such therefore were 
falſe and lying Appearances and Repreſeny 
tations of the Divine Majeſty. 

2. They worſhipped the true God, or 
ſome of his Attributes, under falſe, un- 
worthy, and debaſing Images of him and 
them, made like Fe. corruptible Men, 
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to Birds, Beaſts, and Creeping 5 ; fad 
| ſuch was another Species of their Idolatry 
and Image-Worſhip; and as injurious to 
God, and contrary to all natural and juſt 
Notions of a Deity, moſt truly puniſhable 
in his ſight. 

3. The Apoſtle notes that, when the 
Heathens had taken ſo mean a ſtep, as to 
repreſent the Divine Majeſty of God, by ſo 
unworthy and injurious Repreſentations of 
him, in and thro' his Creatures ; they de- 
ſcended lower ſtill, and to the utmoſt De- 
gree of Baſeneſs and Vileneſs : not only to 
the Unrighteouſneſs of ſerving God toge- 
ther with his Creatures; but to the Pro- 
faneneſs and Ungodlineſs of worſhipping 
the Creature more than the Creator; and 
that their Wickedneſs in ſuch reſpect was 
the more inexcuſable, in that, God the 
Creator was the God over all bleſſed for 
_ ever. © We are here indeed taught, that 
cc there is one God, and but one; that God 
the. Creator is ſuch the one God; and that 
ee the Inviſible Things of the Creation, and 
ce even the Eternity and Divinity of ſuch our 
© one God, are, and may be clearly ſeen from 
ce the Things which do appear: all which are 

ſo many expreſs ContradiQions to your De- 

_ clarations upon theſe Points; but farther, 
and of a Metaphyſical Unity of the Divine 
. Nature, or' of ſuch an one as you ultimate- 
ly, in your Scripture-Dofrine contend 
for, there i is not "TE leaſt mention, neither 
| = JIE indeed 
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indeed was there the leaſt occaſion for it : 
becauſe Idolatry, Image, and Creature» 
Worſhip are equally criminal, be there, as 
you maintain, but one; or as the Catholic 
Church holds, and has ever held, three 
ſtrictly Divine Perſons. | 
Upon the whole : Will not the impar- 
tial Reader think it ſtrange that you ſhould 
cite St. Paul, againſt Arguments a Poſte- 
riori, and refer thereupon to thoſe very 
Words, in which he makes Appeal to the 
Works of Creation and Providerte in 
proof of the Being and Worſhip of God 
the Creator, as the God over all, or moſt 
High God? Did St. Paul ever declare, ac- 
cording to your Sentiments, that the Di- 
vine Unity could not be proved 4 Poſter 
riori? Does he ever mention, or did he 
ever think of the Argument 4 Priori? 
An Argument invented by ſome of the 
modern Schoolmen, never made good by 
them, and given up by every other Perſon 
either before, or after Trial of it? If ſuch 
indeed be your way of quoting Scripture, 
I ſhall never more complain, that we have 
ſo little of it, with your baer 8 
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"TRA r. XXIV. 


| of the Divine Unity from Reaſon and. 
Scripture. 


J. the Firſt Cauſe exiſts e Rea 


ſon, in this our Part of the Univerſe 
I may not numberleſs Firſt Ceaſe 
exiſt in other Parts of the Univerſe ?. 
It is not my buſineſs, at this time, but 


Yours, to anſwer Queſtions. However, 


that no bad ee may be left upon 
the Reader, I reply: 

1. Be the Compaſs of Univerſal Nature, 
of Corporeal Subſtance, or Subſtances, as 
large as it will, it muſt be finite: and, if 
finite, was made fo by ſome other Being. 
2. Such Superior Being was intelligent, 


or he could not poſſibly have framed and 


diſpoſed an Univerſe of Corporeal Sub- 
ſtance, and of limited Intelligent Subſtan- 
ces, with ſo much Wisdom, and Goodneſs, 
AS ay has done. 

That ſuch Superior and Intelligent 


Being i is but one, is highly probable from 


the Harmony and Correſpondence of all 


things in univerſally apparent Nature. , For 
nad there' been ſundry Independent Firſt 


Cauſes, and ſundry Independent Effects, it 


is not to be imagined that they ſhould acci- 


dentally haye conſpired, or without one 


2.*.7 
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Acting and conſolidating Deſign, to ſo 


harmonious an End. 


4. It isundeniably plain from Scripture, 


that God is but one: that the Nature and 
Being, in the three cqually Divine Perſons, 


is but one. 5 
And therefore before we teas this 3 
give me leave to obſerve a little farther 


thereupon, that at the ſame rate, you go 
beyond the Orb of apparent Nature, to an- 


other Orb of univerſal non- appearing Na- 
ture; a third Perſon may go on to a third; 


and a fourth; and ſo forth to Worlds with- 
out end; and ſtill your Argument and 


theirs, be juſt the ſame it was when you 
began. Becauſe as no Finite Univerſe can 


ever be ſtretch'd to Infinity, it may ſtill be 


ſaid, that the laſt Univerſe, and the Things 


of it, require Power and Wiſdom ſuth- 


cient for its Formation and Diſpebitions, 


but not more. 
If therefore that Argument which proves 

thus too much, if it proves any thing, is, 

and can be, good for nothing; ſo, all that 


you can pretend to this way, "did it amount 


to any thing, could only riſe to this, that 


ſuch your fancied Metaphyſical Infinity can- 


not be proved from Reaſon or Nature. 
And tho this then might bear hard upon 


you, I do not ſee how we could any way 
ſuffer by it; we who hold a rational and 


ſcriptural Infinity, tranſcending the Capa- 
city of every Finite Creature, and in that 
I'S | 1 | 8 9 
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reſpe& to them and us truly infinite; but 


as we can go no higher, have Diſcretion e- 


nough neither to climb or aſpire farther. 
But, now we are come to this height, 


give me leave, for once more, to accoſt 


you in your own way ; if it be only to ſhow 
you what a Proficient I am therein. If the 
* Antecedent Neceſſity exiſts abſolutely 
* without any Ground or Reaſon of its Exi- 
ce ſtence, *tis altogether as probable, and as 
ce poſſible, and as reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that 
there may without any Reaſon exiſt num- 
e berleſs finite, co-exiſtent Neceſſities (ei- 
ce ther of alike Virtue and Force to each o- 


< ther, or of different Virtue and Operations 
Fe from each other;) in different Parts of 


the Immenſe Univerſe; as that there 
e ſhould without any Reaſon exiſt one, on- 


«ly, ſimple, uniform, univerſal Neceſſity, 


*'Caunſe or Parent of the Firſt Cauſe or God. 
For a Neceſſity having no Ground or 

* Reaſon à Priori, to fix and determine it, 
can have no Antecedent Neceſſity for its 
b operating one way rather than another: or 
< for its operating in one uniform manner, 
* rather than for its operating in a thouſand 
different manners: or for its operating 
** rather than its not operating at all. 0 
Some ſuch Conſiderations as theſe moved 

Limborch, 46 I ſuppoſe, to write thus to 
Locke. The Vir magnificus defires au Ar- 
gument by which it may be proved, 1. That 
The Being whoſe Exiſtence is neceſſary 1s 
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W 
be Argument A Priori. 
but one. 2. That ſuch Argument ſhould 
proceed a Priori, and from neceſſary Exi- 
ſtence. To which Mr. Locke replied : 
Divines, Philoſophers, and Deſcartes him- 
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ſelf ſuppoſe the Being of a God. C'eſt la 


ſelon moy, une Preuve a Priori, Que I Etre 


Eternel, Independent, weſt qu un. 


That a certain Vir Magnificus did deſire 


to ſee Mr. Locke's Proof of the Divine U- 


nity, and 4 Priori; that he imparted ſuch 


his Deſire to Limborch, that Limborch 
did communicate it to Locke, that Locke 
firſt ſent one Argument and then another, 

and that he did declare in the French 


Words here cited by you, that he took 


ſuch his ſecond to be Argument à Priori, 
cannot indeed be denicd. 17 | 

But when it is remembred alſo, that 
Limborch had from the Beginning Sa- 


gacity enough to perceive that no ſuch 


Argument 4 Priori could be produ- 


ced; that Locke tried in vain to bring 


forth ſuch a one, that the Vir Magni ſicus, 
tho he pretended he had one ready, could 
never be prevailed upon to bring it to 
Light; I humbly conceive your Reference 


to Locke, Limborch, and the Vir Magni- 


ficus, and to what paſs'd between them 


on this Head, will rather be Matter of A- 


mazement to the Reader than of Confir- 


mation of your Opinion. However, as 


I do not deſire my Repreſentations ſhould: 
be taken in this Caſe, I have ſubjoined 


in 
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in an Appendix ſuch proper ene rela- 
ting to this Matter, as will put the Point 
between us, as far as they are concerned, 
out of all doubt; and then what the 
Reader will pleaſe to think of you, and 


your References to Authors in well nigh 


every Man's hands, there will be no oc- 
caſion for me to intimate or ſuggeſt. 


— 
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O argue therefore concerning the 


Exiſtence of the Firſt Cauſe a Pri- 5 


ori, is no Abſurdity. 


This, therefore, as I take it, od ſe 
to Mr. Locke's Judgment upon the Point 
before us; and if ſo, on which ſide, and 
how far it is deciſive, has been before ſeen. 
Now then for your Reaſons. 

Tho no Thing, no Being can be Prior 
to the Firſt Cauſe and God, yet Argu- 
ments may, and muſt be drawn from the 
Nature and Conſequences of that Neceſ- 


 fity, by which the Firſt Cauſe exiſts.- 


Very true, if ſuch N eceſſity be antece- 
dent, and we could find it out à Priori, 
and determine any thing concerning it pre- 
viouſly to our Conception of the Divine 


Being. But if it hath pleaſed God to let us 


know nothing of humſels, but that he is 
155 . Jehovah, 
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ehovah, and abſolute Being; if we can go 
no higher than the Firſt Cauſe and Cauſality, 
and cannot ſearch the Reaſon or reach the 
Ground of the Divine Exiſtence, nor de- 
termine upon any thing ſo perfectly ex- 
ceeding ours, and every finite Capacity; 
it can never be to any Purpoſe to diſquiet 
ourſelves about any ſuch vain or unprofita- 
ble Enquiries. Canſt thou by ſearching Job 11. 7. 
find out God, canſt thou find out the Al- 

mighty to Perfection? As the Heavens it. 55. 9. 
are higher than the Earth, ſo are my © 

Ways higher than your Ways, and my 

logs, png than your Thoughts, ſaith the 

.,, : | | 
Mathematical Truths are uſually de. I. 

monſtrated à Priori, and yet nothing is 

Prior to Truths eternally neceſſary. . 

I I know not here what you mean by 

Mathematical neceſſary Truths, nor Truths 

_ eternally neceſlary ; and yet ſhould I be a- 

ble to diſcoyer your Intentions therein, I 

ET have a Surmize in my Mind, that they 

5 would not be much to the Buſineſs in 

5 nd. N . 

21. You alledge here that Mathematical 

Truths are eternal. Mathematical Truths 

; are concerning Bodies, and the Relations 

of them. Bodics are not eternal, the 


Truths concerning them cannot therefore 
: ia #STbe emma. 555 ow OS Re 

5 If you fay they were ideally eternal in 
$ the Divine Mind, ſuch is Divine Ideal 
* 1 . Truth: 
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Truth: and then I not only make a . 
Doubt, as I think, whether God ſees any 
things by Ideas as we do, but it is not to 

our preſent Purpoſe, and cannot be to any 
Purpoſe, to talk of the Operations or 


antecedent Truths of the Divine Mind. 


2. You ſay here, Mathematical Truths 
are neceſſary. Mathematical, Truths are 
either Maxims not diſputed, or Poſ. 
tulations uſually granted, or Theorems 
and Problems deduced from Prior Princi- 
ples, and Demonſtrations, or Corollaries 
immediately following from them; now 
ſuppoſing theſe, or each of theſe neceſſary 
in what Order or Degree you pleaſe, what 
is there or can there be in them to your 
Purpoſe! In them we have Prior Prin- 
ciples, Which need no Demonſtration, or 
ſuch as follow from others before diſplay d; 
is your antecedent Neceſſity as ſelf-evident 

as an Axiom? Is it ſo reaſonable and ap- 

parent that it may be taken for granted? 
Are there any Prior Principles from which 

it may be derived? Then muſt you ſtop 
ſomewhere, and wherever you do, it muſt 
'be with us, as ſuch is out Firſt Cauſe, or 
elſe run on in Infinitum, as ] have had fre- 
quent occaſion to give you notice; and 
therefore I ſhall only now add. 

That as Firſt Principles and Axioms are 
really Prior in Order of Nature and Con- 
ception to the Truths deduced from them, 
o is our Firſt Cauſe Prior, and more indu- 
* 
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3 fo, to every thing, every Mode, 


Attribute, Cauſe, Ground, Reaſon, Ne- 


ceſſity, &c. Prior not only in Time, but 


in Order of Nature and Conception; 
and it is not very fair in you to inſinuate, 


as you here do, that the Debate is about 


Priority of Time alone, and not rather a- 
bout Priority of Nature and Conception; 
whereas we contend that not any thing in 
any reſpect whatever, can be antecedent to 
the Firſt Cauſe and God. 

And ſince you have mentioned Mathe- 
matical neceſſary Truths, pleaſe to remem- 
ber that there are ſome Truths among 


Mathematicians, which cannot be demon- 


ſtrated. Truths above and beyond all Proof 


and Illuſtration. Truths, which are the 
Ground and Baſis of all ſubſequent De- 


monſtrations: and of which no Antece- 
dent Necellity can be aſligned, no Reaſon 
a Priori given. They are, and they can- 
not but be: this is all we can ſay of them: 
and, when we have ſo done, we can go no 


higher. And could we antecedently give 


the Neceſſity, the Ground, or Reaſon of 
them, it would be ſo far from raiſing their 
Credit or Credibility, that it would both 


ſink and leſſen it and them; and degrade 


them below their Dignity, their Station, 
and Preeminence, as Axioms and Firſt 
Principles; and thruſt them down into Co- 
rollarys, or ſecondary Propoſitions, want - 


ing ſtill a clear Deduction, from ſome- 


thing 


thing 4 Priori, more manifeſt chan. them. 
ſelves. 
2 TWS may ſerve 45 an - Hinftration of 
i the Point in hand; for thus in Exiſtences 
alſo there is a Ne plus ultra. The Firſt 
Cauſe is at the top, and muſt be, of all 
Cauſes and Beings. We can mount no 
higher. All Reaſoning 4 Priori, or from 
an Antecedent Neceſſity to his Exiſtence, 
is as great, and as fatal a Miſtake, in reſpect 
of Real Being, as Reaſoning 4 Priori to 
Firſt Principles, or ſelf-evident Axioms, 
would be in the way of human Concep- 
tions. And it does not follow that the 
Divise Being or Attributes are unſettled 
or floating for want of a Reaſon 4 Priori; 
any more than that firſt Principles in Rea- 
ſoning are looſe and floating, for want of 
antecedent Demonſtrations. 

It is the higheſt Stability imaginable to 
want no Props or Supporters: to be above 
and beyond all Precedency, all Reaſon, or 
cven Imagination. To pretend to any, is 
not fixing the Divine Eternity or Perma- 
nency, but quite the contrary: as a Man 
does but leſſen the Certainty or Credibility 
of firſt Axioms by pretending to demon- 
ſtrate them a Priori. They ſhine by their 
own Light: and God exiſts by his own 
Strength and Sufficiency. He has no 
Foundation, no Ground, no Reaſon, no- 
thing Prior to reſt upon. If he had, he 
Wee not. he 1 not be a Fi Cauſe 
O 
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or - God. Heis the Origin of all other Exi- 
ſtences: the Fountain of every other Be- 


ing, and of all Power; and there is no- 
thing, no Mode, no Property, no Conſide- 
tation, no Thought above or beyond him; 
to him therefore with the Son and E 


| Ghoſt be all Glory, Cc. 


And thus have I reviewed and ep 


your Argument à Priori, and, it may be 


too minutely, ſome things offered in be- 
half of it. I have long been of opinion, 
that it was the Ground of all your former 
Errors in Philoſophy and Divinity ; and it 
was with Concern that I beheld it, leading 


you on, if poſſible, to farther and greater 


Miſtakes: and therefore I had a mind to 
try, if I might be a means of your recol- 


lecting your ſelf; or an Inſtrument in the 


hand of Truth, of preſerving others from 
the like Errors. I have not, as I hope, 


been wanting, all things conſidered, in any 
Point of Decency or Reſpe& to you: and 


the Limits wherein I have contained my 
Re VIEW, will, I think, ſufficiently diſco- 
ver that I had no Intention to carry my 
Strictures farther than they were needful. 


If your Argument à Priori falls herewith, 


it is then plain every thing built thereon, 
maſt fall with it. Of this I think no far- 
cher Exemplifications are now wanting. 
Whether it may be expedient or neceſſary 


to . to other hereaſter, Time alone 
ver. 74 : H E X. 
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EXTRACTS 


FROM THE - 


Familiar 


Letters 


BET W E EN ; 


Mr. Locke and his Friends, 


| Relating. to 


A be e the ARGUMENT 
à Priori, with Ale to. the Divone 


ecken 


ſolet, Sermo 

E's alia deflexit,. &. 
quidem quibus Ar- 
mentis ſolidiſſimè 
nitas Dei r er 


20; Wir Primarius 
n ſe Argu- 
menta requirere irre- 
Fragibilia, quibus pro- 
Ens æternum, 


"ſeu per ſe cxiſtans, 


7 'PON this Oc- 


in ſuch G we 
began to talk of other 
things; and among the 
reſt, how the Unity of 
God might moſt _y 


be proved. 


2. One Gentleman | in 
Company, and he a Per- 
ſon of the firſt Rank, 
was ſo free as to own, 
that he {ill wanted an 


— 


+ caſion, as uſual 


undeniable 00 to 
en prove, | 
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Unum 


25 Deſiderabat quæ- 


dam in Argumentis 


Grotij, de Veritate 
Religionis Chriſtianæ 


—Voluit itaque tibi 
ſerio commendari, ut 


fi, in Tractatu tuo, 


de Intelletu Huma- 


no, quæſtionem hanc 


intactam reliqueris, 1|- 


lius adſtructione trac- 
tatum (iſtum) augere 


velis, Unitatemque 


Entis Independentis 
ſolidè adſtruere. 


* Manifeſtum vi- 
detur Ens indepen- 
dens, quod omnem in 


ſe complectitur Per- 


fectionem, Unicum 


tantum eſſe: Ille ta- 


tum nulla parte labo- 


J. Je ſuis enclin a 


cupiebat, ut argumen- 


* EXTRACTS, Gr. 
ſeu undiquaque per- 
fectum eſſe tantum 


Self-exiſtent, and All- 
perfect Beg is but one. 
3. He obſerved, that 


tius, in his Book of the 
Truth of the Chriſtian 
Religion, were ſome- 
what defective in this 
Particular. For which 
reaſon, if you have not 
treated of that Subject 
in your Eſſay on Human 
| Underſtanding; he would 
have it recommended to 
you as a proper Subject, 
with which it might be 


improved: and that you 
ſ˖ would ſolidly make out 


therein the Unity of the 
Independent Being, or 


God. 


4. It Appears very 
plain that the Indepen- 


All-per fe can be but 
one: But he deſires to 


ment may be defeRive in 
| no reſpect whatever. 


croire que I Unité de] chat the Unity of God 
Dieu peut  etre auſſi may be as evidently de- 


evidemment- demon- monſtrated as his Exi- 
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ſtence. And that it 


FF 
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the Arguments of Gro . 


dent — ſuppoſing it 


| ſee this Article not ſup- 
men hoc ita probari poſed, but fo validly 
proved, that the Argu- 


prove, that the Eternal, 


loſophicè, vel, fi ita 


bare velit 


Ipſa enim Deitatis no- 


etre établie ſur des 
Preuves qui ne laiſſe- 
ront aucun ſujet d'en 
la Paix — _ 
6. Ad Unitatem 
Dei quod attinet, Gro- 
tij, fateor, in loco 4 
te citato, argumenta 
non abundè ſatisfa- 
ciunt. Putaſne 2 
quempiam, qui Deum 
a poſſe dubi- 
tare Numen illud eſſe 
Unicum ? Ego ſane; 
nunquam dubitavi; 
etiamſi, fateor, mihi 
ex hac occaſione cogi- 
tanti, videtur altius 
aliquanto elevandam 
eſſe Mentem, & a 
communi Philoſophan- 
di ratione ſegregan- 
dam, ſi quis id Phi- 


doubter. Mais j aime 


dicam, Phyſicè pro- 


RAP | Fg 4 


xo magnifico prælegi. 
Res ipſa 4 Ines 
dubium vocari poteſt: 


tio Unitatem involvit, 
nec permittit, ut illa 


a little, and 


room for doubting. But 
I love Peace 


6. As to the Unity 
of God, I confeſs, the 
Arguments of Grotius, 
in the Place referred to 
by you, are not very 
ſatisfactory. But can 
you conceive therefore 
any man can poſlibly 
doubt that God is One, 
who acknowledgeth his 
Being? For my part, 
I never made any ſcru- 
ple of believing it. Tho, 
to tell you the truth, I 
find, upon recollecting 
myſelf on this occaſion, 
that if a man has a 
mind either Philoſophi- 
cally, or Phyſically, to 
make ſuch Point, 
he muſt raiſe his Mind 
ſtep aſide 
ſomewhat from the bea- 


c Road. 
Limberch.. 7. Litteras tuas Vi- 


J. I read your Letter 
to the M. Gentleman. The 
thing it ſelf is paſt doubt. 
The very Notion. of a 
God implies the Divine 
Unity, and does not 
leave a man at liberty 
to believe more Divine 
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dependens & | perfec- 


ſtructa Dei Unitate 


duci poſſe certiſſimus 


poſuiſſe. Ipſe ſibi de- 
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Deorum aſſerere po- 


8. Quia tamen eam 
ab Ethnicis aſſeri vi- 
demus, & contra eos 
Scripturæ autoritate 
pugnari non poteſt, 
rationibus 4 Natura 
Vetitis convincendi 


8 4 


' - 


9. Quare ejuſmodi| « 
is, that the Magnificent 
Gentleman deſires to ſee 
an Argument, in point 
of Reaſon, by which it 
may ſolidly be demon- 
trated that the Inde- 

pendent, and All- perfect 

Being is, and can be but 
One. When the Divine 
Unity is eſtabliſn'd, he 
is very certain all other 
the Divine Attributes 

may be deduced from 

thence: But this he ſays 


8 requirit 
V. M. quibus ſolide 
demonſtretur, Ens in- 


tum Unicum tantum 


eſſe poſſe. Ex ad- 
omnia Attributa de- 
eſt. Carteſium dicit 
Unitatem illam non 
probaſſe, ſed præſup- 


monſtrationem ſcrip- 


of Gods. 


2 
9. And t 


ſit, ſed eam aiebat 
lybtiliorem eſſe, 


a way to demonſtrate 


can be for a Plurality 


8. But ſince a Plura- 
lity of Gods was be- 
lieved by the Heathens, 
(and it is an Opinion 
may be taken up by 
ſome of our modern In- 
fidels;) againſt whom 
Scripture Arguments are 
of no force; they are 
| therefofe only to be con- 
| vinced from Arguments 
brought from Natural 


erefore it 


is ſomething Des Cartes 


preſuppoſed, but never 


proved. He hath found 
the Point to himſelf, but 


as his way is a little apſtruſe, he does not much 


karę to communicate it to any other 
85 1 


1 


Perſon. 


Fl e 


10. 


dont vous me parlez 


10. Attentè tuas 


cum Clerico Litteras 
legi; ita judicamus 
Argumentis invictis te 
ſentiæ adſtruxiſſe, ve- 
rum nondum Viro M. 


eas oſtendendas cen 
ſuimus. 5 


11. Quantum ex ip- 


ſius Sermonibus per- 


cepi, agnoſcit ille qui- 
dem; evidens ſatis eſſe, 
unum tantum hujus 
mundi eſſe Rectorem; 
ſed Argumentum de- 
ſiderat, quo probetur 
Ens, cujus Exiſtentia 
eſt neceſſaria tantum 
poſſe eſſe unum; & 
quidem ut id Argu- 
mentum A Neceſſitate 
Exiſtentiæ deſumatur, 
& à Priori (ut in Scho- 
lis loquuntur) conclu- 
dat; hoe eſt, ex Natu- 
ra neceſſariæ Exiſten- 
tiæ proberur, eam 
pluribus communicari 
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12. La Queſtion 12. Tour Queſtion, 
as I take it, 3s this; 


10. I read your Letter 
to Mr. Le Clerc.. we are 
jointly of opinion, chat 
you have therein proved 
Unitatem Divinæ Eſ- the Divine Unity with 


invincible Arguments; 


ſhould as yet be ſho wn 


to the Magnificent Gen- 
4tleman. 7: © | 


11. As far as I could 
gather from his Words, 
he confeſſeth it evident 
that the Governor of 
this Worid is but one; 
but he deſires to ſee an 
Argument, by which” it 
may be evinced in point 
of Reaſon, that the Be- 


neceſſary, is, and can be 
but one: And that ſuch 


Exiſtence, and conclude 
a Priori, as it is texmed 
in the Schools; that is, 


from the neceſſary Ex- 
iſtence of the Divine Be- 
ing, that ſuch his Ne- 


Beings than one 


ſe reduit a ceci ; Com- 
f 2 1 A 11. men ny 


but we do nor think they 


ing whoſe Exiſtence is 


Argument | ſhould” be 
drawn from neceſſary 


in a word, he deſires 
that it may be proved 


ceſſity of Exiſtence may 


not be common to more 


How may the * of 


823 


* 


avant que de venir aux 
preuves de I'Unite de 
Dieu, ce qu'on entend 
par le Mot de Dieu. 
La veritable Idée 
qu'ont de Dieu c'eſt, 
qu'il eſt un Etre infini, 
eternel, incorporel, & 
tout parfait 
Or cette Idèe une fois 
reconnue, il me ſem- 
ble fort aiſe d'en de- 
duire 'Unite:deDieu. 
UnEtre tout parfait ne 
peut Etre qu' unique 
Par la mEme Idee de 
Perfection nous ve- 
nons a connoitre que 
Dieu eſt Omniſcient. 
14. On peut dire 
la mème choſe de la 


toute Puiſſance de 
mes DM. 
15. Litteras tuas 


Viro M. prælegi, pro- 
bat Argumenta tua, 
ſuppoſita illa quam ad- 
hibes Dei Definitione 
verum ille quærit Ar- 
gument um non ex De- 
finitione Dei, ſed ex 
ipſa Ratione naturali, 


Xe per quod deduca- 
3 mur. 
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| God be proved 


Mr. Locks. 
in point 


N _- 7 
this 


13. To reſolve 


| Queſtion, it is neceſſary 


to obſerve, and previ- 
ouſly to our Proofs of 
the Divine Unity, what 
we uſually underſtand 
by the Term God. The 

true Idea of God, is 
the Idea of an eternal, 
infinite, incorporeal, and 
all- perfect Being. Now 
when this Idea is once 
acknowledged, it is ea- 
ſy from thence to deduce 
the Unity of the Divine 
Being. An all- perfect 
Being can be but one. 
14. From the ſame Idea 
of infinite Perfection we 
may collect, and do come 
at our Knowledge of the 
Omniſcience and Om- 


nipotence of God. 


15. I read your Le 
to the M. Gentleman, 
he approves of your Ar- 
guments upon a Suppo- 


ſition, that the 1 
1 is 


have given of G 


true; but he wants to ſee 
an Argument not drawn 
from ſuch our Idea, or 


Definition of God; but 
84 one 


tter Limborcb. 
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mur in Definitionem | 
Dei—hac Methodo. 
1. Datur Ens #ter- 
num, independens, 
Neceffitate Naturæ 
ſue exiftens, & ſibi 
ipſi ſufficiens. 2. Ens 
tale eſſe tantum unum. 
3. Illud Ens, quia 
eſt unicum omnes in 
ſe compleCtitur Per- 
ſectiones, atque hoc 
Ens eſt Deus; pri- 
mam Propoſitionem 
ait V. M. te in 3 
tatu tuo egregiè ad- 
ſtruxiſſe . tanto 
enixius ſecundam Pro- 
poſitionem à te pro- 
atam videre deſide- 
rat. Qua ſolide pro- 
bata tertia nullo Ne- 
gotio ex duabus pri- 
oribus deduci poteſt. 
Secundam ait omnes 
Theologos ac Philo- 
ſophos, quin & ipſum 
eſium, non pro- 


bare, ſed præſuppone- 


1 16. frat am- 
I uis poſſet, an- 
r. ee ee ha- 
rum Ordo mutari, & 
quæ nunc ſecunda eſt 
tertia, & quæ nunc 
tertia eſt ſecunda eſſe 


one in point of Reaſon, 


from which ſuch Defini- 


tion may be deduced, in 


this Method. 1. There 


is an eternal, indepen- 
dent, neceſſarily exiſtent 
Being, and ſelf-ſufficient. 
2. Such Being is one. 
3. Such Being, as it is 


one, contains within it- 


ſelf all eee Perfec- 


tions, and is God. The 
firſt of theſe Points he 
ſays you have well pro- 
ved in your Eſſay for 
which reaſon it is, that 
he the more earneſtly de- 
ſires to ſee your Proof of 
the ſecond. When theſe 


two Points are gained, 


the third Propoſition may 


eaſily be collected from 


| chem. The ſecond Pro- 


poſition, Divines, Philo- 
ſophers and Des Cartes 
himſelf preſuppoſe, and 
never prove, as he con- 
tends. e 


a 


16. But thereupon 
I make a doubt whe- 


ther the Order of theſe 


Propoſitions ſhould not 
be inverted, and the 
ſecond put in the place 
of the third, and the 


debear? hoc eſt, annon 
5 - | quando 


third in the room of 5 
; | 9 
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quando probatum eſt, 


dari Ens æternum, 
independens, ſibi ipſi 


ſufficiens, exinde 


ſit porrò probari, il- 


poſ- 


lud in ſe omnes com- 


plecti Perfectiones, 
atque ita probato En- 


te perfecto, porrò in- 


feratur illud Ens 


tan- 


tum unum eſſe poſle ? 


17. Verum 


huic | 


' Methodv hec objici- 


tur Difficultas 
eſſe poſſe naturas 
Eſſentia diverſas 


duas 
tota 


Co- 


gitationem & Exten- | 
fonem——— ſic ſtatu- both of them eternal; 
erentur duo Entia æ- 


terna—quare' primo. 


probandum videtur, 
ns æternum & inde- 
pendens eſſe tantum 


unum, antequam 


Om- 
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ſecond z that is, when 
it is firſt proved that 
there is an eternal, inde- 
ndent, and ſelf-exiſtent 
ing, whether it may 
not from thence be ga- 


contain within himſelf 
all poſſible Perfections? 
And when it is thus 
made appear that the in- 
dependent Being is all- 


perfect, whether from 


| thence, namely from the 


Perfection of ſuch his 


Exiſtence, it may not be 
concluded that God is 
one? | = 
17. But to this it is 
objected, that there 
may be two different 
independent Beings, in- 
finite Cogitation, and in- 
finite Extenſion, and ſo 


for which reaſon it is 
thought neceſſary to 
prove that the eternal 
Being is but one, before 
we aim at proving that 
ſuch eternal Being does 


nes in ſe complecti contain within itſelf all 
Perfectiones probari 


poſſit. 
m'empecher de 


re- 


poſſible Perfections. 


18. Je. ne puis 18. I cannot but ad- 


mire the Judgment of the 


marquer ! Exactitude | M. Gentleman in rang- 


de ſon jugement 


par 


1 1 


4 , 


14 


thered, that he doth. 


18 


ro 


\ 


A 
— 


+ a —̃ — — —— r˙—— — — 
7 1 <= ES 
05S PR : > 


— 4 2 


—n — 


Propoſitions; & il eſt 


mettant la troiſieme 4 


les Theolog 


det Etre infini doit E- 
tre auſſi, VErre eter- 
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ExTRAC 


rapport a YOrdre 
qu'il a donne a ſes 


vray comme il'a fort 


bien remarque, quien 


la place de ſeconde, 


iens, les 


Philoſophes, & Des 


Cartes luy- mè me ſup- 
poſe l' Unitè de Dieu | 


2 7 
? 


ſans prouver. 


19. Si par la Que- 


ſtion qui me fut abord 
propoſee j euſſe com- 
pris comme je fais 
preſentement, quel e- 
toit le but de cet ha- 
bile Homme, je n' au- 
roĩs pas envoyè la Re- 
ponſe que je vous ai 
envoye, mais une 
plus courte - & plus 


conforme 4 l' Ordre 


de la Nature & de la 
Z 


20. Je croy que qui- 
conque reflectira 
connoitrà evidemment 


| a eu 
de toute eternitè un 
Etre intelligent. Je 
croi auſſi qu'il a 
auſſi un Etre infini 
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Ts from the 
is, true as he has remar- 
ked, that in putting the 
third Propoſition in the 
Place of the ſecond, Di- 
vines, Philoſophers, and 
Des Cartes himſelf” ſup- 
poſe the Uniry of God 
without proving it. 


1 


19. If I had under- 
food the Queſtion, as 
TT do now, and the Aim 


therein, I ſhould have 


ſhorter Anſwer, and'one 
more conformable to the 
Nature of the Queſtion 
and the Reaſon of the 
thing deſire. 


2 
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20. J think verily 


within himſelf, will pre- 
ſently perceive that there 
hath been an intelligent 
Being from all Eterni- 
ty. I think alſo that 
he will perceive ſuch Be- 
ing muſt have been in- 
finite and conſequently 


nel car aucunes Ad- 
ditions faites dans le 
1 temps, 


of the M. Gentleman 


ſent you another and a 


that 
every one who reflects 


bt 
" &3 


eternal; for no tempo- 
ral Addit ions whatever 
n 8 
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temps, ine ſauroient 
rendre une choſe infi- 
ni, fi elle ne Veſt pas 
en elle meme, & par 
elle meme, de toute 
Eternité. | | 
21. Ceſt la, ſelon 
moy, une Preuve 4 
Priori, que PEtre E- 
terne! Independent, 
weft qu'un; & ſi nous 
y joignons Idée de 
toutes les Perfections 
poſſibles, nous avons 
alors 'Idee d'un Dieu 
Eternel, Infini, Om- 
niſcient, & Tout Pu- 
iſſant, &c. | 
22. Viro magnifi- 
co poſtremas tuas o- 
ſtendi—non tamen in 
tua argumentatione 
acquieſcit, Methodus 
illius primo loco pro- 
bat (poſeit probari) 
dari Ens aliquod per 
ſe exiſtens & ſibi ſuf- 
ficiens: deinde illud 
Ens eſſe tantum U- 
num: tertio, illud Ens 
in ſe complecti omnes 
PerfeQtiones. __, 
23. Tu vero in tua 
argumentatione præ- 
ſupponis— dari. Ens 
Infinitum cui nihil ad- 
di poteſt aut demi : 
tqui id idem ipſi eft 


3 3 5 
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7. LOCKE. 
can make a Being infi- 
nite, who has not been 
fo from all Eternity. 


21. Such in my opi- 
nion is a Proof that the 
Eternal and Indepen- 
dent Being is but One. 
And if to the Idea of 


ſuch a Being, we add 


the Idea of all poſſible 
Perfections, we have 
the Idea of an Eternal, 
Infinite, Omniſcient, and 
Almighty God. 


107 


22. I ſhowed your laſt Limborcbᷣ. 


to the M. Gentleman'; 


bur he cannot acquieſce 
in your way of Reaſon- 


ing. His Method re- 


quires that it-ſhould be 


proved, 1. That there 
is a neceſſary and ſelf- 
exiſtent Being. 2. That 
ſuch Being is One, and 
but One. 3. That ſuch 


1 . : 


ye 


23. But you, in your 


way of arguing, pre- 


fappoſe; that there is an 


Infinite Being to whom 
nothing can be added, 


from whom nothing can 
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.ac ſupponere, dari 
Ens undiquaque per- 

m: quæ tertia 

eſt illius Theſis. Adeo 
ut ex præſuppoſita ter- 
tiã probes eee J 
cum ſecunda prius 

probari debeat, ante- 
quam ex ill probari 
poſſit tertia. 


24. Hzc fuit Cau- 
ſa cur ego tibi Con- 
ſiderandum dederim 
an non Ordo illius 
mutari debeat, & quæ 
illi tertia eſt non de- 
beat eſſe ſecunda The- 
. 2 
25. Aut ſi illius Me- 
thodus placeat, debe- 
ret prius ex eo, quod 
ſit Ens æternum & ſi- 
bi ſufficiens probari 
illud eſſe unum, & hoc 

to porrò exinde 
ded uci, illud eſſe in- 
finitum, ſeu undiqua- 
que perfectum. 


286. . 
man has not ſhowed to 
me his Argument, and 
I begin to apprehend he 
| never l.. 


ſuum mihi non com- 
municavit, an com- 
municaturus fit, valdè 
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the ſame thing, in his 
mind, as to ſuppoſe that 
there is an All- perfect 


Propoſition. 
from the Preſuppoſition 


ition: 


his ſecond Propo 


ws third. - -- -* 

- 24. For which Rea- 
ſon it was, that I deſi- 
red. from the Beginning 
you would conſider whe- 


ther his Propoſitions 


25. If not, I think 
you ſhould prove from 
the firſt Propoſition, 
from the Eternity and 
Self-Exiſtence of God, 


all- per fect. 1 8 5 
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dubito. 
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Being, which is his third 
So that 


of the third, you prove 


whereas he contends. 
you ſhould rather prove 
his ſecond Propoſition, 
and from thence deduce 


ought not to be inverted? 


that he is one; and then 
that he is infinite and 
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27. Poſt ultimum 5 


meum cum Viro Mag- 
nifico Colloquium nul- 
la ipſum conveniendi 
Occaſio fuit.—Collo- 
uium habui cum quo- 
m illius Amico, qui 
inter alia dixit, mini- 
me fibi probari Viri 
magnifici argumenta- 
tionem, qua conten- 
dit, fi ſupponamus da- 
ri Cogitationem per 
ſe exiſtentem, & præ- 
terea Extenſionem, ſeu 
Materiam, quod neu- 
tra ullam alterius poſ- 
ſit habere cognitio- 
nem: extenſionem 
quidem (aiebat) nul- 
lam habere cognitio- 
nem Cogitationis; fie- 
ri autem non poſle, 
quin Cogitatio cogni- 
tionem habitura ſit 
Extenſionis. Atque 


ita mecum ſentire vi- 


.  debatur Unitatem e- 


juſmodi Entis tali me- 
thodo fruſtra quæri. 


28. Crediderim e- 


M. hanc ſibi in- 


___ 
veſtigandi Veritatem 


quæ fibi ſatis aciant 
Argumenta invenire 
vequeat, ea apud a- 
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27. I have had no 
Opportunity of meeting 
with the M. Gentleman, 
ſince our laſt Confe- 
rence. Bur I have had 
ſome diſcourſe with a 
Friend of his, who, a- 
mong other things, by 
no means . approves of 
that way of arguing, in 
virtue of which the M. 
| Gentleman contends , 
that if we ſuppoſe ſelf- 
exiſtent Cogitation, and 
ſelf-exiſftenr Extenſion, 
or Infinite Matter, that 
neither of theſe might 
have any knowledge of 
the other. Extenſion he 
owns might have no 
knowledge of Cogita- 
tion : But Cogitation 
could not but have a 
knowledge of Extenſion. 
And therefore he was'of 
78 that the Unity 
God could not be 
proved à Priori, or in his 
„„ 


28. 1 take it only 8 
be a Device of the M. 
Gentleman, by which. 
he means to try, whe- 
ther others can furniſh 
ments, as he cannot find 
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ta deduxeris. 


pretium foret ea eru- 
dito Orbi communi- 


re, ut ſuam Metho- 


qua Unitatem Entis 


quam reperio, in E- 
loquendi 
Formulam pullatenus 1 
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29. Diffieile mihi 
valdè videtur proba - 
tu, Ens neceſſitate na- 
turæ ſuæ exiſtens eſſe 
tantùm Unum, ante- 
quam ex neceſſariaEx- 
iſtentia, alia, quæ eam 
comitantur, Attribu- 
Si Vir 
M. ea habeat, operæ 


care. 2 ö 
3 o. Rogo ut mag- 
nificum V. meo no- 
mine adeas, dicaſque- 


me magnopere/ roga- 


dum (argumentatio- 
nem vel argumentum) 


per ſe exiſtentis ſibi- 
que ſufficientis | ad- 
ſtruxit, mihi indicare 
velit, quandoquidem 
mea, ea de re, argu- 
mentandi Ratio ipſi 
non penitus Latish — 
ciat. „ 
31. Carteſianam 
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piſtola tus, 


Nullo modo mihi in 


nad; ©: 


| Um, 


75 


1 
1 


Ny 


5 


; . 
$8 
. $5328 * 2 
b % N 


n r N 2 a ; * 25 n 4h "Y = % Fo” F 
1 * 1 e „ l 
+ 6 * * * - 4 77 5 7 * PS * ks 
: a4 2 3 » * x * „ 1 & 

? * N —  *' nn - 

„70 * * * . 
i * , " : 4 . * ” * 

* > 2 8 5 


A 


29. It ſeems to me 
extremely difficult to 


prove that the neceſſa- 


rily exiſtent Being is but 
One, before we deduce 
from his neceſſary Exi- 
ſtence ſuch Attributes 


as accompany it. If the 


M. Gentleman has any 
ſuch Argument, as he 


pretends; he would do 
well to communicate it 


to the Learned World. 

30. I muſt beg of you 
to go to the M. Gentle- 
man, and beſeech him, 
in my name, that he 
would communicate to 


me ſuch his Method, or 


Way of Reaſoning, or 


Argument; by which he 


proves to himſelf the 


Unity of the Self- exi- 
ſtent, and Self- ſufficient 
Being; ſince my Proofs 


thereof have not ſatisfied 


1 


erlectiy ignorant uh £ 


<apio. Quid enim ſi- p ora 
bi velit inſinita Cogi- infinite Cogitation 
catio plane me fugit. It cannot enter into my 


mind, that 
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9 dl 
ſe exiſtere, vel 


tenſionem, "ſed __ 


vel Subſtantiam cogi- 
tantem— Qui aliter 


loqui amant, neſcio 
quid obſcuri vel frau- 
dulenti ſub tam dubia 
locutione continere 
mihi videntur & om- 
nia tenebris involve- 
re: vel ſaltem quod 
ſentiant clarè & dilu- 
cidè enuntiare non 
aud&e, faventes ni- 
mium Hypotheſi non 


3 2. Carteſianam il- 
lam loquendi Formu- 


lam tecum non capio; | 
enim 


Cogitationem 
per ſe exiſtentem non 

reipio, ſed quidem 
ntiam wn ol 
tem. 


5 33˙ Cain i in . 
ſimis tuis Literis de 
V. M 


dem, Amici tui Opi- 
niodem 


EF" "WO 


ne verbum qui- 


. ich an * © 


out a Cogitative or In- 


telligent Subſtance ;. or 


Extenſion without- an 


extended Subſtance, — 
(And I think it may be 
added, neceſſary Exi- 
ſtence, without a Being 


neceſſarily Exiftent.) 
They who love to 
talk b affect 
Obſcurity, and aim at 
Fallaciouſneſs, in ſuch 


their double ways of 


ſpeaking; and to involve 
themſelves in thick dark- 
neſs for ſuch purpoſe: at 
leaſt they dare not ſpeak 
out, leſt they ſhould 
wound a weak Hypo- 
theſis, and one which 


they are not able alrea- 


dy to ſuſtain. 
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32. I no more under- Limborch. 


ſtand the Carteſian ab- 
ſtract way of talking, of 
infinite Cogitation and 
infinite Extenſion, than 
you do your ſelfz if 
there be Cogitation, 


| there muſt in my mind 
be Cogi i or Intel. 


ligent 


33. 
| you make no mention o 


{rhe M. Gentleman, Iam 


of the opinion of. * 
and P . 


your Friend, tha 


Sin i in 3 laſt Locke 


— _s 


r 


quam * N. produce himſelf; Which 
| potuit; nod | he hath never found yet, 
forſan Gb yo re- 


ee e N | 
incident Matters, in whic the Ob- 


